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NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


PAGE 


ComnssiON ON Polish 
Affairs 


9 


Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 


H.D. 79 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Oct. 27 App. F. Note submitting a draft letter to 1 1 5 
the German Delegation relative to 
proposed municipal elections in 
Upper Silesia. 

Oct. 30 I. Arrangements for the notification to 116 
the German Government of the 
coming into force of the Treaty of 
Versailles. 

2. The sinking of the German fleet at 1 19 
Scapa Flow. 

3. Question of the dispatch of naval 122 
vessels to Flensburg. 

4. Questions of the Dobrudja and of the 122 
Serbo-Bulgarian frontier. 

5. Modification of the draft instructions 1 23 
to the Interallied Commission for the 
Baltic Provinces. 


Drafting Committee 


British, French, Oct. 29 

Itallan, and 
Japanese Naval 
Advisers 

U.S. Naval Adviser Oct. 30 

Allied Naval Repre- 
sentatives 

10 Meeting of Supreme Nov, i 

Council; 10 a.m. 
h.d. 80 


App. A. Draft note to the German 1 24 
Government relative to the putting 
into force of the Treaty of Versailles. 

App. B. Conclusions relative to repara- iq6 
tion for the sinking of the German 
warships at Scapa Flow. 

App. C. Minority report on the above 127 
question. 

App. D. Report on the question of the 128 
dispatch of naval vessels to Flensburg. 

1. Powers of General Milne in Asia 129 
Minor. 

2. Adoption of a draft note to the Ger- 130 
man Government relative to putting 

the Treaty of Versailles into force. 

3. Approval of the draft protocol con- 131 
firming the obligations imposed upon 

the German Government by the 
Armistice. 

4. Question of the sale of German 137 
aeronautical material. 

5. Consideration of the reply to the Bui- 138 
garian counter-propositions : ques- 
tions of the Dobrudja and of the 
Serbo-Bulgarian frontier. 


British- Delegation Oct. 28* App. A. Note relative to the powers of 142 

General Milne in Asia Minor. 


Drafting Committee 


Drafting Committee 


French Delegation 


Nov. I App. B. Revised note to the German 143 
Government on the putting into force 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 

App. C. Draft protocol confirming the 144 
obligations imposed upon the German 
Government by the Armistice. 

App. D. Draft note to the German 147 
Government relative to the sale of 
aeronautical material. 


XV 
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DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


Central Territorial 
Committee 

11 X'Ieeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H.D. 81 


Central Territorial 
Committee 

Central Territorial 
Committee 

Marshal Fogh 
Paris 
No. 5226 

Allied Naval 
Ad\tsers 


12 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10 a. m. 
H,D. 82 


App. E. Report on the Bulgarian demands 148 
concerning the Serbo-Bulgarian fron- 
tier. 

Nov. I [i. Formulation of a paragraph in the 150 
protocol relative to unexecuted clauses 
of the Armistice.] 

2. Approval of the reply to the Bulgarian 15 1 
counter-proposals to the peace condi- 
tions. 

3. Request from the Latvian Government 154 
for assistance. 

4. Reparation for the sinking of the 154 
German fleet at Scapa Flow. 

5. Question of the draft reply to the 156 
German note of October 12 relative 

to the sale of aeronautical material. 

Nov. 3 App. A. Draft reply to the obscivations 156 
of the Bulgarian Delegation on the 
conditions of peace. 

App. B. Draft reply to the Bulgarian 169 
request for modification of the fron- 
tiers assigned to Bulgaria. 

Oct. 31 App. G. Memorandum concerning a re- 170 
quest from the Latvian Government 
for assistance. 

Nov. I App. D. Report of a meeting concerning 1 72 
the compensation to be demanded of 
the German Government for the 
sinking at Scapa Flow. 

Nov. 3 I. Decision not to send troops to Memel 173 
before the entry into force of the 
Treaty of Versailles. 

2. Suppression of the Interallied Trans- 174 
port Commission. 

3. Consideration of Roumanian and 174 
Hungarian questions. 

4. Approval of the draft Greek Minori- 178 
ties Treaty. 

5. Question of the signing of the treaty 179 
of peace with Bulgaria. 

6. Consideration of a draft reply to a 179 
note from the Netherlands Govern- 
ment regarding German ships sold to 
Dujeh navigation companies. 

[7. Consideration of a proposal of the 180 
Allied Railway Commission in Poland 
to open for commercial traffic three 
railways crossing the German-Polish 
frontier north of Warsaw.] 

8. Consideration of a request from the 180 
European Danube Commission for 
the establishment of the new regime 
of the Danube. 

[9. Consideration of a request from the 181 
European Danube Commission for the 
attribution to it of two tugs.] 
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NO. AND NAlVfE 

DATE 

MAIN SUBJECT 

PAGE 

Continued 

Nov. 3 

10. Consideration of a German note re- 
garding the shipment of potatoes pur- 
chased by Germany in Denmark. 

181 

Military Representa- 
tives OF the Supreme 
War Council 
Versailles 
s.w.G. 477 

Oct. 30 

App. A. Report on the suggested occupa- 
tion of Memel. 

181 

Military Representa- 
tives OF the Supreme 
\Var Council 
Versailles 
s.w.G. 476 

Oct. 30 

App. B. Suppression of the Interallied 
Transport Committee. 

182 

French Delegation 


App. C. Note concerning the ministerial 
situation in Hungary*. 

183 

M. PiCHON 

Paris 


App. D. Telegram to Bucharest request- 
ing the Allied Ministers there to 
obtain a reply from the Roumanian 
Government to an Allied note con- 
cerning questions outstanding. 

184 

M. Nep\^u 

Paris 

Oct. q8 

App. G. Note to M. Pichon regarding 
German ships acquired by Dutch 
navigation companies during the war. 

185 

Drafting Committee 

Oct. 31 

App. H. Note concerning the reply to 
M. Nepveu’s note above. 

186 

European Danube 
Commission 


App. J. Request for representation at the 
conference to establish the new regime 
of the Danube. 

x86 


German Delegation 


13 KIeeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 83 


Oct. 27 App. L. Note concerning the shipment of 186 
potatoes from Denmark to Germany. 

Nov. 4 [i. Curtailment of service on German 187 

railways.] 

2. Question of troops of occupation in 187 
Hungary; attitude of Admiral Horthy. 

3. Arrangements preparatory to putting 192 
into force the Treaty of Versailles. 

[4. Transport in the Baltic of wood 194 
destined for Belgium.] 

5. Railway system, of the Baltic Pro- 194 

• vinces. 

6. Approval of a note to the Netherlands 195 
Charge d’ Affaires relative to the 
German ships sold to Dutch naviga- 
tion companies during the war. 

7. Representation of the European 195 
Danube Commission at the confer- 
ence to establish the new regime of 

the Danube. 

8. Question of a protocol to be signed by 19 p 
B ulgaria. 

9. Notification of the ratification of the igf 
Treaty of Versailles by Japan. 


b 
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DATE 

MAIN SUBJECT 

PAGE 

Sir G. Clerk 

Budapest 

Nov. I 

App. B. Telegram to Sir E. Crowe re- 
garding the situation in Hungary. 

197 

No. 3 

Nov. 4 

App. E. Proposed letter to the Charge 
d’ Affaires of the Netherlands relative 
to German ships sold to Dutch 
navigation companies during the war. 

198 

14 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 84 

Nov. 5 

I. Approval of a telegram to Sir G. 
Clerk concerning questions connected 
with the evacuation of Roumanian 

199 


troops from Hungary. 

2. Arrangements for the first meeting of 200 
the Council of the League of Nations. 


3, Refusal of the request of the Pro- 201 
visional Government of Memel for 
authorization to send representatives 

to Paris. 

4. Drafting of instructions to the Allied 201 
Commission to examine into the 
evacuation of the Baltic Provinces. 

[5. Questions still to be taken up by the 203 
Supreme Council.] 

6. Question of certain German tankers. 203 
Nov. 5 App. A. Draft telegram from the Supreme 203 
Council to Sir G. Clerk concerning 
questions connected with the evacua- 
tion of Roumanian troops from Hun- 


gary. 


Supreme Council 

Nov. 5 

App. B, Approved text of the above tele- 
gram to Sir G. Clerk. 

204 

British Delegation 

Nov. 4 

App. C. Note concerning a request from 
the Provisional Government of Memel 

205 



for permission to send representatives 
to Paris. 


Meeting of Supreme 

Nov. 6 

I. Situation in Hungary. 

206 


Council: 10.30 a.m. 2. Publication of the Allied note and 209 

H.D. 85 annexed protocol recently addressed 

to the German Government. 

3. Salaries of the personnel of Control 209 
Commissions in Germany. 

4. Question of publication of the corre- 209 
spondence with the Austrian Delega- 
tion. 

5. Questions relative to the demobiliza- 210 
tion of General Haller’s Army. 

6. Interpretation of the financial mea- 210 
sures#of coercion taken against Ger- 
many on account of the non-evacua- 
tion of the Baltic Provinces. 

[7. Question of the liquidation of the 21 1 
property of inhabitants of Schleswig.] 

8. Military missions at Riga. 2 1 1 

9. Arrival of Italian representatives on 2H 
the Plebiscite and Delimitation Com- 
missions. 

[10. Roumanian and Yugoslav representa- 2i2 
tion on the commission at Vienna for 
the distribution of rolling-stock.] 

1 1 . Luxemburg affairs. 2 1 2 

xviii 
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Sir G. Clerk 

Budapest 

No. 3* 

Nov. 4 

App. A. Telegram to Supreme Council 
concerning the evacuation of Rou- 
manian troops from Hungary' and the 
attitude of M. Friedrich. 

213 

Sir G. Clerk 

Budapest 

No. 4 

Nov. 5 

App. B. Telegram to Supreme Council 
concerning the situation in Hungary 
and opposing the suggested employ- 
ment of Czechoslovak and Yugoslav 
forces. 

213 

Interallied Military 
Mission 

Budapest 

No. 775 

Nov. 5 

App. C. Telegram to Supreme Council 
protesting against the suggested occu- 
pation of Hungary* by Czechoslovak 
and Yugoslav forces. 

214 

Interallied !Military 
Mission 

Budapest 

Nov. 3 

App. D. Telegram to Supreme Council 
concerning Czechoslovak conditions 
for the evacuation of Salgo Taijan. 

App. E. Telegram from the Supreme 
Council to Sir G. Clerk concerning 
questions relating to the Roumanian 
evacuation of Hungary’. 

214 


Nov. 6 

215 

Marshal Foch 

Paris 

No. 5249 

Nov. 3 

App. H. Letter to NI. Clemenceau con- 
cerning salaries of personnel of the 
Control Commissions for Germany. 

216 

Sir E. Growie 

Paris 

Nov. 3 

App. I. Note to M. Dutasta concerning 
the publication of correspondence ex- 
changed with the Austrian Delega- 
tion. 

216 

Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 86 

Nov. 7 

I. Constitution ofa Commission to com- 
pare the lists of Germans charged 
\vith war-crimes. 

217 


2. Ruling on certain aerial clauses in 218 
the Treaty of Versailles. 

3- British declaration on the question of 218 
Eastern Galicia. 

4. Consideration of a German note on 219 
the organization of the plebiscite in 
Eupen and Malmedy. 

[5. Removal by German authorities of 220 
material belonging to the German 
Government at Danzig.] 

6. Reply of President W'ilson to communi- 220 
cations regarding the first meeting of 
the Council of the League of Nations. 

• 7. Arrangements for discussions by ex- 221 

perts concerning the execution of the 
Treaty of Versailles. 

8. Notification that M. Venizelos would 222 
request to be heard during the dis- 
cussion of the report of the Commis- 
sion of Enquiry for Smyrna. 

9. Question of the temporary regime of 222 
Western Thrace. 

Baron von Lersner Oct. 3 App. B. Note to M. Clemenceau relative 222 
Versailles to the plebiscite at Eupen and Mal- 

No. 28 m .€ dy * 
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NO. AND N.AME 

DATE 

MAIN SUBJECT 

Belgian Delegation 

Oct. 14 

App. G. Note to M. Dutasta relative to 
Eupen and Malmedy. 

17 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 87 

Nov. 8 

1. Salaries of the personnel of Control 
Commissions in Germany. 

2. Consideration of the report of the 
Commission of Enquiry for Smyrna: 
hearing of M. Venizelos. 

Allied Commission of 
Enquiry for Smyrna 
Constantinople 

Oct. 14 

App- A- Report, with related documents, 
on incidents in connexion with the 
Greek occupation of Smyrna. 

18 Meeting of Supreme 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 88 

Nov. ro 

1. Italian suggestion relative to the pro- 
longation or postponement of the 
work of the Supreme Council. 

2. German municipal elections in Upper 
Silesia. 


[3. Granting of a Swiss request relative 
to the insertion in treaties still to be 
signed of clauses relative to Swiss 
neutrality.] 

4. Situation in Smyrna; discussion of the 
Report of the Allied Commission of 
Enquiry. 

5- Refiisal to sanction the export to 
Russia of German munitions and war 
material. 

6. Procedure for the convocation of the 
first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

7. Adoption of a reply to the German 
note relative to the plebiscites at 
Eupen and Malmedy. 


B.aron von Lersner 
Paris 

No. 48 

Nov. 7 

App. A. Note to M. Glemenceau relative 
to municipal elections in Upper 
Silesia. 

British Delegation 

Nov. 7 

App. C. Note to the Supreme Council 
regarding the export of German arms 
to Russia; activities in Berlin of the 
Anti-Bolshevik League. 

Drafting Committee 


App. D. Note relative to the first meeting 
of the Council of the League of 
Nations, enclosing a draft note for 
dispatch by President Wilson. 

Commission on Belgian 
Affairs 


App. E. Proposed reply to a German 
letter on the question of Eupen and 
Mahnedy. 

Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H,D. 89 

Nov. II 

1. Question of replying to M. Venizelos 
with regard to incidents at Smyrna. 

2. Transport for the German and Aus- 
trian Delegations to the Labour Con- 
ference at Washington. 

3. Observations of the Yugoslav Delega- 
tion regarding the Minorities Treaty. 

[4. Question of the allotment of merchant 
tonnage to Italy and Yugoslavia.] 


PAGE 

1226 

229 

229 

237 

259 

261 

262 

262 

268 

269 

270 

271 

272 

273 

274 

275 

275 

276 
278 


XX 
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PAGE 


19 Continued Nov. ii 5. Removal of Gerinan material from 278 

Danzig. 

6. Constitution of the commission 279 
charged with preparing the organiza- 
tion of mixed tribunals set up under 
article 229 of the peace treaty with 
Germany. 

7. Status of Eastern Galicia. 279 

8. Questions still to be decided by the 281 
Supreme Council. 

[9. Allowances to members of Boundary 282 
Commissions.] 


Drafting Committee 

Nov. 7 

App. D. Note concerning naval material 
at Danzig. 

00 

cr 

Commission on Polish 
Affairs 

Nov. 10 

App. F. Note on the question of Eastern 
Galicia, 

00 

French Delegation 


App- H. List of questions for regulation 
by the Supreme Council. 

285 

20 IMeETING of SUPRE^^E 
CotTNCiL: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 90 

Nov. 12 

1. Adoption of a note 10 M. Venizelos 
relative to incidents at Smyrna. 

2. Consideration of a reply from the 

287 

289 


Roumanian Govemmeni 10 the 
Allied note regarding questions out- 
standing. 


3. Situation in Hungary. 293 

[4. Expenses of transport of Allied troops 293 
of occupation and of maintenance of 
them and of Plebiscite Commissions.] 

5. Arrangements for the signature of the 294 
Btdgarian treaty. 

6. Evacuation of Czechoslovak troops 294 
from Salgo Taijan. 

7. Interruption of railway traffic in Ger- 294 
many. 

8. Distribution of Austrian commercial 294 
tonnage between the Italian and 
Yugoslav Governments. 

App. A. Note from the Supreme Council 295 
to M. Venizelos relative to the report 
of the Smyrna Commission of Enquiry, 


Allied High Commis- 
sioners 

Constantinople 

Nov. 3 

App. B, Telegram complaining of the 
activities of the Greek High Com- 
missioner at Smyrna. 

296 

M. Venizelos 

Paris 

Nov. 4 

• 

App. G. Note to M. Clemenceau con- 
cerning press censorship at Smyrna. 

296 

Gen. Vattoianu 
Bucharest 

Nov. 2 

App. D. Verbal note to the Supreme 
Council regarding Hungarian affairs. 

298 

Sir G. Clerk 

Budapest 

No. 6 

Nov. 9 

App. E. Telegram to the Supreme Coun- 
cil reporting on the situation in 
Hungary. 

300 

Interallied Military 
Mission 

Budapest 

No. 831 

Nov. 10 

App. F. Telegram to the Supreme Coun- 
cil giving particulars of a plan sub- 
mitted by the Roumanian Command 
for the evacuation of Hungary as far 
as the river Theiss. 

301 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 

21 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 13 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 91 


Nov. 12 


Drafting Committee Nov. 3 


British Delegation Nov. i i 


Nov. 13 


22 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 14 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 92 


MAIN SUBJECT 

1. Approval of a telegram to Sir G, 
Clerk with regard to Hungarian 
affairs. 

2. Question of instructions to the Aero- 
nautical Commission of Control for 
Germany. 

3. Municipal elections in Upper Silesia. 

[4. Allowances to generals on military 

missions of control who are not chair- 
men of commissions or sub-commis- 
sions.] 

5. Reply to the Roumanian Government 
with regard to Hungarian affairs. 

6. Question of the recognition of the 
Grand-Ducal Government of Luxem- 
burg. 

7. Question of certain German tankers. 

App. A. Telegram from the Supreme 
Council to Sir G. Clerk with regard 
to Hungarian affairs, 

App. B. Note to the General Secretariat 
concerning a reply to the German 
note of Oct. 1 2 relative to aeronautical 
material. 

App. C. Note concerning German aero- 
nautical material. 

App. D. Proposed letter to the German 
Delegation relative to municipal 
elections in Upper Silesia. 

App. F. Draft note to the Roumanian 
Government requesting unconditional 
compliance with Allied demands for 
a Roumanian evacuation of Hungary, 
Roumanian signature of the Treaty of 
St. Germain, and the Minorities 
Treaty, &c. 

1. Report by M. Glemenceau on a con- 
versation with General Coanda and 
M. Antonescu concerning the draft 
note to the Roumanian Government. 

2. The question of the use of certain 
German tankers. 

3. Adoption of a joint report from the 
Poli^ and Czechoslovak Commissions 
relative to the plebiscite in Teschen. 

4. Situation in Armenia, Georgia, and 
Azerbaijan : statement by Colonel 
Haskell. 

5. British proposition regarding mea- 
sures to be taken to remedy the dearth 
of rolling-stock in Austria. 

6. Adoption of a proposal of the Com- 
mittee on Organization of the Repara- 
tion Commission relative to the dis- 
tribution of Upper Silesian coal. 


PAGE 

30a 

302 

303 

304 

304 

306 

307 

308 

309 

309 

310 

311 

313 

314 

320 

321 

322 

323 
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NO, AND NAME 


DATE 


PAGE 


MAIN SUEJEOT 

Committee on Organi- App. C. Draft decision relative to the 324 

ZATiON OF THE Repa- distribution of Upper Silesian coal. 

RATION Committee 


23 IXIeeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 93 


Sir G. Clerk 
B udapest 
No. 7 

24 JvIeeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D, 94 


French Delegation 

Gapt. Fuller 
Paris 

British Delegation 


Nov, 15 I . Status of Eastern Galicia. 325 

2. Adoption of a note to Roumanian 325 
Government. 

3. The question of the extension to 328 
Georgia and Azerbaijan of Colonel 
Haskell's mission to Armenia. 

4* The question of the agenda of the 329 
conference. 

5. The question of provisioning Vienna. 329 

6. Consideration of a telegram from Sir 330 
G. Clerk on the Hungarian situation; 
attitude of Admiral Troubridge. 

7. Use of certain German tankers. 330 

8. The question of the distribution of 330 
enemy warships. 

9. The question of the distribution of 330 
Austro-Hungarian tonnage. 

Nov. 13 App. B. Telegram to the Supreme 331 
Council reporting on political negotia- 
tions in Hungary. 

Nov. 17 I. Question of the disposition of enemy 332 
warships. 

2. Management of certain German 333 
tankers. 

3. The situation in Hungary. 338 

4. The nature of the occupation of 338 
Smyrna by Greek forces. 

5. Detention in the United States of ex- 338 
German passenger vessels allocated 

to Great Britain for management. 

6. Adoption of a report of the Special 339 
Committee on the resumption of 
diplomatic relations with Germany. 

7. Adoption of instructions to General 341 
Masterman regarding the disposal by 
Germany of aeronautical material. 

[ 3 . Question of the signature by Yugo- 341 
slavia and Roumania of the financial 
arrangements of St. Germain.] 

[g. Return of Austrian prisoners from 341 
Serbia.] 

Nov. iS App. A. Note relative to the distribution 341 
of enemy warships. 

Nov. 16 App. B. Historical summary concerning 343 
the disposal and distribution of enemy 
surface warships. 

Nov. 14 App. G. Proposal regarding the distribu- 344 
tion of enemy surface warships. 

Nov. 15 App. D. Two telegrams to the British 345 
Delegation reporting on steps being 
taken for the delivery of tank steamers. 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 

British Delegation Nov* 14 


Dr-\fting Committee 


25 ]Meeting of SuP 3 EiEME Nov. 18 
Council: 10.30 a.m, 

H.D* 95 


Venizelos Nov. 15 

Paris 

Sir G. Clerk Nov. 16 

Budapest 
No. 8 

26 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 19 

Council: ii a.m. 

H.D. 96 


Esthonian ^Minister of 
Foreign Affairs 
Reval 

27 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 20 
Council: 10 a.m. 

H.D. 97 


MAIN SUBJECT 

App. F. Memorandum concerning the 
detention in the United States of ex- 
German passenger vessels allocated to 
Great Britain for management. 

App. H. Draft instructions to General 
Masterman concerning the disposal 
of German aeronautical material. 

[i. The question of Yugoslav demands 
relative to the distribution of Austro- 
Hungarian mercantile tonnage.] 

2. The question of the signature of the 
Austrian treaty by the Yugoslav 
Delegation. 

3. Approval of the dale for the signature 
of the Bulgarian treaty. 

4. Consideration of two letters from 
M. Venizelos relative to the situation 
in Smyrna. 

5. The situation in Hungary. 

6. The question of the distribution of 
enemy warships. 

7. Correction of a previous minute rela- 
tive to the use of certain German 
tankers. 

8. The question of German ships trans- 
ferred during the war to Dutch 
navigation companies. 

App. B. Letter to M. Clcmcnceau rela- 
tive to the situation in Smyrna. 

App. D. Telegram to the Supreme 
Council reporting upon the situation 
in Budapest. 

[i. The question of a treaty between 
Greece and Bulgaria with regard to 
reciprocal emigration.] 

[2. The question of the signature of the 
Minorities Treaty with Roumania.] 

3. Rejection of an Esthonian request for 
the establishment of a neutral zone 
between the Baltic States and Russia. 

4. Request from the Polish Delegation 
that the arrangement regarding 
Galicia be communicated to it. 

[5. Organization of plebiscite zones in 
Germany.] 

6. The Question of the cost of transporta- 
tion of troops and supplies in plebiscite 
areas. 

App. C. Telegram to the Supreme 
Council requesting the establishment 
of a neutral zone between the Baltic 
States and Russia. 

i. Preparation of a final draft of the 
Hungarian Treaty. 

[2. Terms for the distribution of Austro- 
Hungarian mercantile tonnage.] 


PAGE 

346 

347 

348 
348 

348 

349 

349 

350 

350 

351 

352 

353 

334 

354 

354 

355 

355 

358 

357 

357 

358 
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NO. AND NAME DATE H.4.IN SUBJECT P.^GE 

27 Continued Nov, 20 [3. Question of the provisional distribu- 359 

tion of rolling-stock between states 
forming part of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Jvlonarchy.] 

4. Examination of a report of the Com- 359 
mittee on Organization of the Repara- 
tion Commission on the terms of a 
proposed $100,0005000 loan for the 
provisioning of Austria. 

5. Proposed date of the deposit of rati- 362 
fications of the Treaty of \"ersailles, 

6. Status of Eastern Galicia; hearing of 363 
MM. Patek and Grabski. 

7. Adjournment of consideration of a 369 
request of the Polish Delegation that 
negotiations with regard to relations 
between Poland and Danzig be trans- 
ferred from Warsaw to Paris. 


Sir G. Clerk Nov. 17 

Budapest 
No. 9 

Organization Com- Nov. 14 

MITTEE OF THE RE- 
PARATION Commission 

Commission on Nov, 20 

Polish Affairs 

28 IvfEETING OF SUPREME NoV. 21 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 98 


American Commission 

Nov. 

21 

TO Negotiate Peace 


• 

Drafting Committee 

Nov. 

19 

29 Meeting of Supreme 

Nov. 

24 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 


H.D. 99 




App. A. Telegram to the Supreme Council 569 
reporting on a meeting of the Hun- 
garian Government and Opposition. 


App. F. Report enclosing amendments to 372 
the draft statute for Eastern Galicia. 

I. Status of Eastern Galicia. 377 

[2. Greek administration in Sm^-ma.] 378 

3. Report by M. Berthelot of his and 379 
M. Dutasta’s interview with the Ger- 
man delegates on the subject of 
questions connected with the entry 
into force of the Treaty of Versailles. 

4. Labour Conference La Washington. 382 

[5, Confiscation of Greek Orthodox pro- 382 

perty in Hungary.] 

[6. Liquidation of property of Schles- 382 
wigers residing abroad.] 

7. Rejection of a request from the Dutch 382 
Government to import war material 
from Germany. 

[8. Approval of the draft treaty regarding 382 
Spitzbergen.] 

App. A. Summary of the American posi- 383 
tion regarding Eastern Galicia. 


I. Negotiations with the German Delega- 385 
tion. 

[2. Financial arrangements in the plebi- 387 
scite territories and Danzig and 
Memel.] 

[3. Allowances to personnel of Allied 387 
Commissions.] 


App. E. Report on the terms of a proposed 369 
loan of §100,000,000 for the provision- 
ing of Austria. 


App. E. Note relative to the request of the 384 
Netherlands to receive war material 
from Germany. 
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NO. AND NAME 

29 Continued 


Baron von Lersner 
Paris 


Baron von Lersner 
Paris 
No. 447 

M. Glemenceau 


M. Glemenceau 
Paris 

MM, Patek and 
Grabski 
Paris 

MM. Patek and 
Grabski 
Paris 


British Delegation 

30 Meeting of Supreme 
Gouncil: 10-30 a.m. 
H.D. 100 


date main subject page 

Nov. 24 4. Fuifilment of Sir G. Clerk’s mission. 387 

5. Negotiations between the Polish 388 
Government and {d) the city of Dan- 
zig, (^) the German Government. 

6. Adoption of a note to the German 389 
Government concerning the sale of 
German aeronautical material, 

[7. Appointment of a sub-committee of 390 
the Committee on Organization of 
the Reparation Commission charged 
with the improvement of circulation 
of rolling-stock in the ex-Austro- 
Hungarian Empire.] 

8. German soldiers demobilized in the 390 
Schleswig plebiscite area. 

Nov, 2 1 App. A. Note to M. Dutasta informing him 390 
of the departure of Herr von Simson 
for Berlin and protesting against the 
association of the repatriation of 
prisoners of war with the coming into 
force of the peace treaty. 

Nov, 23 App. B. Note to M. Dutasta requesting 391 
postponement of a meeting with 
Allied representatives until the return 
to Paris of Herr von Simson. 

Nov. 22 App. C. Note to Baron von Lersner con- 391 
cerning delay in signing the protocol 
of ratification of the peace treaty. 

Nov. 24 App. D. Postscript to the above note to 392 
Baron von Lersner. 

Nov. 17 App. H. Note to M. Glemenceau re- 392 
questing that negotiations between the 
Polish Government and the City of 
Danzig should take place in Paris. 

Nov. 19 App. I, Note to M. Glemenceau regarding 393 
negotiations concerning questions re- 
lating to the execution of the peace 
treaty. 

Nov. 24 App. J. Draft note to the President of the 393 
Interallied Aeronautic Control Com- 
mission for Germany for transmission 
to the German Government upon the 
going into force of the peace treaty. 

Nov. 22 App. L^ Note relative to the demobiliza- 394 
tion of German forces at Flensburg. 

Nov. 25 I. German evacuation of the Baltic 395 
Provinces. 

[2- Allowances to personnel of Allied 396 
Commissions.] 

3. Question of the answer of the Rou- 396 
manian Government to the Allied 
note. 

4. Consideration of a note from the 398 
Yugoslav Delegation regarding the 
treaty for the protection of minorities. 
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DATE 


PAGE 


30 Continued 


General Niessel 
Tilsit 


Marshal Fogh 
Paris 


Drafting Committee 


General Tcher- 

BATCHEFF 

Paris 

No. 1 1571 

31 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. lOI 


32 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 102 


main subject 

Nov. 25 5. Agreement upon a reply to the Bui- 39B 

garian Delegation regarding reciprocal 
immigration bet^*eeii Greece and 
Bulgaria. 

6. Adoption of a note to the German 399 
Government relative to demobilized 
German soldiers in the Schles\rig 
plebiscite area. 

7. Seat of the negotiations between 400 
Poland and the city of Danzig. 

8. Disposal of Russian war material left 402 
in Roumania after the demobilization 

of the Russian Army. 

App. A. Telegram to ^larshal Foch con- 403 
ceming the German evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces. 

Nov. 25 App. B. Telegram to General Niessel 403 
giving him authority to take necessary 
action to ensure the German evacua- 
tion of the Baltic Provinces. 

Nov. 24 App. F. Note to the German Government 403 
regarding demobilized Germans at 
Flensburg. 

Nov. 15 App. G. Note to M. Ciemenceau regard- 404 
ing Russian war-materiai in Rou- 
mania. 

Nov, 28 I. Distribution of enemy warships. 406 

2. Negotiations between Poland and the 409 
city of Danzig. 

[3. Exequaturs of foreign consuls at 41 1 
Danzig prior to the establishment of 
the free city.] 

[4. Communication of article 435 of the 41 1 
Treaty of Versailles to Spain and 
Sweden.] 

5. Request of the Austrian Delegation 41 1 
for the insertion of an article in the 
Hungarian treaty to guarantee food 
supplies from Hungary to Austria. 

6. Roumanian questions; time-limit for 412 
the Roumanian reply to the Allied 
note; protection of Jews in Roumania, 

Nov. 29 I. Question of the distribution of enemy 415 
• surface warships. 

2. Question of the distribution of enemy 420 
submarines. 

3. Modification of the Roumanian Mi- 422 

♦ norities Treaty. 

4. Consideration of a letter from the 424 
King of Roumania to M. Poincare 
with regard to relations between 
Roumania and the Principal Allied 
Powers. 

5. Question of the determination of the 424 
pro\dsional eastern frontiers of Poland, 
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PAGE 


32 Continued 


French Delegation 


King of Roumanla 
Bucharest 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Nov. 29 6. Maintenance of Russian prisoners of 426 

war and refugees in Germany. 

Nov. 28 App. A. Summary of the situation with 428 
regard to surrendered enemy sub- 
marines. 

App. B. Proposals concerning enemy sub- 429 
marines. 

App. C. Statement of the number of sub- 429 
marines in the Allied navies. 

Nov. 24 App. D. Letter to President Poincare 429 
with regard to relations between 
Roumania and the Principal Allied 
Powers. 

App. E. Additional draft protocol to 430 
the treaty of June 28, 1919, between 
the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers and Poland. 


Speclal CoMi^nssiON on 
Russlan Prisoners of 
War in Germany 
Paris 


App. F. Note to the Supreme Council 431 
relative to expenses for the main- 
tenance of Russian prisoners of war 
and refugees in Germany. 


33 Meeting of Supreme Dec. i i. Report by Sir G. Clerk on Hun- 435 
Council: 10.30 a.m. garian affairs. 

H.D. 103 2. Military situation in Germany. 438 

3. Relations between the Esthonian 438 
Government and General Yudenitch. 

4. Adoption of a form of organization 439 
for the Interallied Commissions of 
Control in Bulgaria. 

5. Question of a reply to a German note 440 
on the Scapa Flow incident. 

6. Adoption of a reply to a German note 440 
concerning prisoners of war. 

7. Stocks of Russian cartridges in Ger- 441 
many. 

8. Question of the determination of the 442 
provisional eastern frontiers of Poland. 

9. Possible signature by Montenegro of 442 
a separate peace with Germany, 
Austria, and Bulgaria. 

10. Preparation of the Hungarian treaty. 443 


Sir G. Clerk 


Mr. Polk 
Paris 


Marshal Fogh 
Paris 
No. 5505 

Marshal Fogh 
Paris 


Nov. 29 App. A. Report on his mission to Buda- 444 
pest. 

Dec. I App. B. Telegram to General Bandholtz 451 
inviting the Hungarian Government 
to send delegates to Neuilly to receive 
the conditions of peace. 

Nov. 27 App. G. Letter to M. Glemenceau re- 452 
garding the military situation in 
Germany. 

App, D. Note requesting the German 453 
Government to restrict the organiza- 
tion of military forces. 
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DATE 


PAGE 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 
No. 5514 


Baron von Lersner 
Paris 


No. 53 


Baron von Lersner 
Paris 
No. 54 


General Tcher- 
batchefp 
Paris 

No. 3-1 103 

M. Plamenatz 
Neuilly-sur-S eine 
No. 1086 

34 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 104 


35 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 105 


Nov. 28 


MADS' SUBJECT 

App. E. Letter to M. Clemenceau re- 454 
garding relations between the Es- 
thonian Government and General 
Yudcnitch. 


Nov. 27 App. G. Note to M. Clemenceau trans- 455 
mitting a memorandum concerning 
the scuttling of the German warships 
at Scapa Flow\ 

Nov\ 27 App. H. Note to M. Clemenceau relative 458 
to the repatriation of German prisoners 
of war. 


Dec. I App. I. Note from the Supreme Council 461 
to Baron von Lersner regarding the 
repatriation of German prisoners of 
\var. 


Nov. 17 App. J. Letter to Marshal Foch concern- 463 
ing Russian cartridges in Germany. 


Nov. 16 


Dec. 2 


Dec. I 


Dec. 2 


Dec, 3 


App. L. Note to M. Clemenceau concern- 
ing the possible signature by Monte- 
negro of a separate peace with Ger- 
many, Austria, and Bulgaria. 

1. Report by M. Dutasta of an interview 
with Baron von Lersner. 

2. Exploitation of the Pecs mines. 

3. Question of a reply to the German 
note on the Scapa Flow incident. 

4. Insertion in the Hungarian peace treaty 
of an article concerning Fiume. 

[5. Appointment of a Committee to dis- 
tribute the rolling-stock of the former 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy.] 

[6. Claims of inheriting states for rolling- 
stock of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy.] 

7. Approval of the declaration relating 
to the provisional eastern frontiers of 
Poland. 

8. Western Galicia. 

g. Distribution of enemy submarines. 

App. A. Note of an interview between 
M. Dutasta and Baron von Lersner 

* with regard to the putting into force 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 

App. C. Draft reply to the German note 
of November 27 regarding the Scapa 
Flow affair. 

App, D. Draft article on Fiume to be in- 
serted in the Hungarian peace treaty. 

[i. Personnel for the German mine- 
sweeping service.] 

2. German activities in Schleswig. 

3. Plans of the Turkish Government for 
the reconstruction of Constantinople. 


464 


466 

467 
467 

467 

469 

469 


470 


470 

471 

473 


474 

475 

476 

476 

477 
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^’0. AND NAME DATE 

35 Continued Dec. 3 


British Delegation Dec. i 


French Delegation Dec. 2 


36 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 5. 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 107 


37 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 6 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. io8 


MAIN SUBJECT 

[4. Question of the creation of a pro- 
visional commission to organize the 
circulation of rolling-stock in the 
successor states of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy.] 

5. Financial arrangements with Yugo- 
slavia. 

6 . Delay of the Roumanian reply to the 
recent Allied note. 

[7, Exequatur of foreign consuls at Danzig 
prior to the establishment of the free 
city.] 

App. B. Memorandum for the Supreme 
Council concerning German activities 
in Schleswig. 

App. C. Summary of a telegram from the 
French Charge d’Affaires at Bucharest 
regarding the Roumanian reply to 
the recent Allied note. 

[i. Financial arrangements with Yugo- 
slavia.] 

2. Question of the reply to the German 
note relative to the sinking at Scapa 
Flow. 

3. Adoption of a draft treaty delimiting 
the frontiers of Poland and Czecho- 
slovakia. 

[4. Expenses of the International Teschen 
Commission.] 

5. Roumanian affairs. 

6. Adoption of the draft financial, 
economic, and reparation clauses of 
the treaty of peace with Hungary. 

7. Approval of a request of Chancellor 
Renner that he should consult with 
the Supreme Council on the economic 
situation of Austria. 

8. Former Austro-Hungarian warships 
at Spalato. 

App. B. Draft treaty delimiting the 
frontiers of Poland and Czecho- 
slovakia. 

1 . Consideration of resolutions passed at 
thb session of the Supreme Economic 
Council in Rome with regard to {a) 
Austria; {b) danger of non-ratification 
of the Treaty of Versailles; (c) Ar- 
menia; {d) Russia; {e) German 
tankers. 

2. Questions of the customs control on 
the Franco-German and Germano- 
Belgian frontiers and of the payment 
of German customs duties on a gold 
basis. 

3. Recent political developments in 
Roumania. 


PAGE 

477 

478 

479 

482 

482 

483 

485 

486 
488 

488 

489 

489 

490 

490 

490 

492 

493 

495 


XXX 



NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


Supreme Economic 
Council 
Rome 

Organization Com- 
mittee OF THE Re- 
paration Commission 
c.R. No. 442 


38 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 109 


Polish Delegation 

Secretariat-General 
OF THE Peace 
Conference 

39 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. no 


App. A. Resolutions concerning Austria, 499 
danger of non-rati£cation of the 
Treaty of \’'ersailles, Armenia, Russia, 
and German taiikers. 

Nov. 27 App. B. Note to M. Clemenceau ’v\’ith 500 
related documents relative to (a) 
customs control on the Franco-Ger- 
man and Belgo-German frontiers, [3) 
pa>Tiient of German customs duties on 
a gold basis. 

Dec. 7 [i. Cost of administration of Western 506 

Thrace.] 

2. Question of a Belgo-Germait conven- 506 
tion relative to the reimbursement of 


German marks held by Belgium, 

3. Rights of Poland to reparation. 506 

4. Questions remaining for settlement by 507 
the Supreme Council. 

5. Roumanian affairs. 510 

6. Sanction of purchase of Russian car- 510 


tridges in Germany for account of 
General TcherbaichefF. 

7. Refusal of a purchase of Russian car- 51 1 
tridges in Germany for account of 
Finland. 

Dec. 5 App. G. Note concerning the rights of 512 
Poland to reparation. 

App. D. List of outstanding questions to 513 
be settled by the Supreme Council. 

Dec. 9 I. Distribution of enemy warships. 514 

2. Drafting of the treaty between the 516 
Principal Allied Powers and Rou- 
mania for the protection of minorities; 
protection of Jews in Roumania. 

3. Question of the reorganization of the 519 
Supreme War Council at Versailles. 

[4. Execution of article 259 of the Treaty 519 
of Versailles.] 

5. Determination of frontiers betw'een 519 
Hungary and Croatia. 

6. Employment of contingents from Togo 520 
and the Cameroons for the defence of 
metropolitan and colonial territories. 

7. Questions relative to the peace treaty 522 
• with Hungary. 

8. Collection by Germany^ of customs 523 
duties in gold marks. 

g. Cost of the Allied armies of occupa- 524 
tion. 

10. Organization of the Commission for 524 
the distribution of rolling-stock and 
material belonging to the former 
Austro-Hungarian Empire. 

11. Composition of the Hungarian peace 525 
delegation. 

12. Farewell to Mr. Polk on his departure 525 
from Paris. 
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NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


PAGE 


British Delegation 


Commission on Rou- 

MANLAN AND YUGO- 
SLAV Affairs 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Dec. 8 App. A. Modified proposal regarding the 526 
distribution of enemy surface warships. 

Dec. 9 App. B. Draft orders for the Interallied 527 
Naval Commission for superintending 
the disposal of enemy warships. 

Dec. 9 App. D. Report concerning the frontiers 529 
between Hungary and Croatia. 


M- Huszar 
Budapest 
No. 225 


40 Tv'Ieeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. III 


Baron von Lersner 
Paris 
No. 58 


Secretarlat-General 
OF THE Peace 
Conference 


French Delegation 


French Delegation 


Chancellor Renner 
Paris 


41 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 1 12 


Dec. 4 App. F. Telegram to M. Clemenceau 531 
requesting that the Roumanian au- 
thorities should release certain Hun- 
garian officials in coimexion with the 
dbpatch of the Hungarian peace 
delegation to Paris. 

Dec. 16 I. Coming into force of the treaty with 532 
Germany; delay in arrival of British 
contingents for the plebiscite areas. 

2. Restricted powers of the new Ameri- 532 
can Representative on the Supreme 
Council. 

3. Consideration of the German reply 532 
to the Allied note of December 8 with 
regard to questions connected with 

the putting into force of the Treaty 
of Versailles. 

4. Question of the Vorarlberg. 534 

5. Provisioning of Austria. 535 

6. Hearing of Chancellor Renner on the 536 
economic situation of Austria. 

Dec. 14 App. A. Note to M. Clemenceau relative 539 
to questions connected with the 
putting into force of the Treaty of 
Versailles and the sinking at Scapa 
Flow. 

Dec. 15 App. C. Note reporting declarations 541 
made by Baron von Lersner when 
communicating the above note to 
M. Dutasta. 

Dec, 12 App. D. Note on the question of the 542 
Vorarlberg. 

App. E. Note concerning the dangers of 543 
the disintegration of Austria. 

App. F. Declaration to the Supreme 545 
Council regarding the critical food 
situation in Austria. 

Dec, 17 I. Economic and financial assistance to 548 
the Austrian Republic. 

2. Collection by Germany of customs 550 
duties in gold marks. 

3. Report by M. Loucheur of a confer- 551 
ence between the Allied and German 
delegates on the subject of reparations 
claimed by the Supreme Council for 

the Scapa Flow sinking. 
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PAGE 


41 Continuid 


42 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D, 113 


Marshal. Foch 
Paris 


Colonel Haskell 
Caucasus 

French Delegation 


43 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3 p.m. 

H.D. I 14 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Dec. 17 4. Right of priority claimed by Yugo- 55S 

sla\ia for reparations. 

[5. Protection of Allied nationals, bearers 559 
of banknotes issued by the So\det 
Government of Hungaiy-.] 

Dec. 18 I. Situation in the Baltic Provinces; pro- 559 
posal by Marshal Foch that General 
Xiessel should be c’narged a mis- 
sion to Esthonia. 

2. Notification to Roumania and Poland 56 1 
of the frontier between Roumania and 
Eastern Galicia in Buko^Tna. 

3. Line of demarcation between the 563 
Government of General Denikin and 

the states of the Caucasus. 

[4. Repatriation of Bulgarian prisoners 564 
of war.] 

5. Distribution of enemy submarines: 564 
withdrawal of a resen.*aiion by AI. 
IMatsui. 

6. Conditions under which the German 504 
warships should be delivered to the 
Allies. 

7. Report by M. Loucheur of a conference 565 
between the Allied and German 
delegates concerning the reparation 
demanded for the Scapa Flow affair. 

Dec. 14 App. A. Note to the Supreme Council on 568 
the German evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces and the proposed mission 
of General Niessel 10 Esthonia. 

App. C. Telegram reporting the conclu- 569 
sion of an agreement between Ar- 
menia and Azerbayan. 

Dec. 13 App. E. Memorandum on the conditions 570 
under which the German warships 
should be delivered to the Allies. 

Dec. 20 I. Compensation claimed by the Su- 571 
preme Council from the German 
Government for the Scapa Flow 
affair. 

2. Question of the signature of the proto- 572 
col betw’een the Allied and .Associated 
Powers and Germany; attitude of the 

^ United States. 

3. Conditions under which the German 574 
warships should be surrendered. 

4. Question of the Polish list of Germans 576 
accused of violating the laws of war. 

[5. Rights of Allied nationals, holders 577 
of banknotes issued by the Soviet 
Government of Hungar>\] 

[6. Insertion in the Hungarian peace 577 
treaty of clauses relative to certain 
railways of common interest to Hun- 
gary and (^z) Y'ugoslavia, {b) Rou- 
mania.] 


C 
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NO. AND NAME 

43 Continued 


Djrafting Committee 

Organization CoMins- 
siON OF Mixed 
Tribunals 


French Delegation 

44 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 115 


45 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 1 16 


Japanese Delegation 


DATE MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 

Dec. 20 7. Diplomatic representation of Ger- 577 

many at Vienna. 

8. Transportation of Allied troops for the 577 
plebiscite zones of Germany. 

Dec. 19 App. A. Note on the conditions for the 578 
surrender of German warships. 

Dec. 17 App. B. Note regarding the list of Ger- 579 
mans accused of crimes contrary to 
the laws of war submitted by the 
Polish Delegation ; reply of the Draft- 
ing Committee (Dec. 18) on this 
subject. 

App. F. Note regarding the diplomatic 580 
representation of Germany at Vienna. 

Dec. 22 I. Status of Eastern Galicia; suspension 582 
of the 25-years mandate to Poland. 

2. Question of mandates for former 582 
German colonies. 

3. Negotiations relative to the Scapa 583 
Flow incident; attitude of the British 
Government. 

4. Demand of the Yugoslav Delegation 587 
for priority of treatment in the matter 

of reparations. 

5. Adoption of two letters to the German 588 
Delegation on the subject of the col- 
lection by Germany of customs duties 

in gold marks. 

6. Resumption of commercial relations 589 
with Roumania. 

[7. Inventory of the rolling-stock on the 589 
Roumanian railways.] 

Dec, 24 I. Question of the enemy vessels to be 591 
allocated to Poland. 

2. Procedure with regard to the condi- 591 
tions of the surrender of German 
warships. 

3. Negotiations with the German Dele- 591 
gation relative to the putting into 
force of the Treaty of Versailles and 
reparation for the sinking at Scapa 
Flow. 

4. Question of the convocation of the 593 
&st Council of the League of Nations. 

5. Dkcussion of draft conventions rela- 593 
tive to certain mandates; Japanese 
reservation with regard to ‘C* man- 
dates. 

Dec. 23 App. A. Notes of two conversations be- 601 
tween M. Dutasta and Baron von 
Lersner on December 23. 

App. B. Part of a convention relating to 602 
the mandate for the portion of German 
East Africa assigned to Great Britain. 

App. I. Note formulating reservations 602 
concerning the draft of Mandate 
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PAGE 


46 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.ia. 
H.D. 127 


Swiss Legation 
Paris 


Drafting Committee 


47 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 1 18 


Drafting Committee 

French Delegation 

TvIarshal Foch 
Paris 

Drafting Committee 


DATE MAIN SUBJECT 

Dec, 27 I. Negotiations with tjie German Dele- 604 
gation relative to reparation for the 
sinking ai Scapa Flow. 

2. Trarisport of trcops fcr the 607 

plebiscite territories. 

3. Question of the enemy ships to be 609 
allocated to Poland. 

4. Conditions of deliver^" of German 620 
warships. 

5. Procedure for the accession of Switzer- 612 
land to the League of Nations. 

Dec. 1 8 App. D. Aide-memoire concerning the 613 

accession of Switzerland to ihe League 
of Nations. 

App. £. Note concerning the adherence of 615 
Switzerland to the League of Nations. 

Dec. 29 I. Report by M. Dutasta of a conversa- 616 
tion with Baron \-on Lersner on the 
subject of the draft proiocoL 

2. Situation in Klagenfur:. 6:8 

3. Adjustment of the time period pro- 6:9 
\ided for in Annex 4 of Part \"III of 

the Treaty of Versailles. 

4. Procedure for the convocation of the 620 
first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

5. Conditions of the surrender of the 621 
German warships. 

6. The proposed mission of General 624 
Niessel to Reval; congratulation of 
General Niessel upon the successful 
conclusion of his mission to secure the 
German evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces. 

7. The rank of German diplomatic 626 
agents in neutral countries; irregular 
position of the German ^linister at 
Caracas. 


Dec. 31 App. A. Note relative to the conditions 627 
covering the deliver}' of German war- 
ships. 

Dec. 29 App. B. Note as to the material to be 628 
taken from German warships. 

Dec. 25 App. C. Note to M. Clemenceau relative 628 
^ to arrangements in connexion with 
General NiessePs proposed mission to 
Reval. 


Dec. 24 App. D. Note relative to German diplo- 629 
made representation in neutral coun- 
tries. 


48 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 30 i. 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.i>. 1 19 


Report of a conversation on Decern- 630 
ber 29 between M. Dutasta and Baron 
von Lersner with regard to the putting 
into force of the Treat}' of \’'ersailles 
and reparation for the sinking at 
Scapa Flow. 
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DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


48 Centinued Dec. 30 2. Jurisdiction of the Interallied Rhine- 632 

land High Commission over Ameri- 
can-occupied territory. 

3. Negotiations with German experts 632 
relative to the transport of Allied 
troops in the plebiscite areas. 

4. Date of the coming into force of the 634 
Treaty of Versailles. 

5. Procedure for the convocation of the 635 
first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

6. Voting rights in Schleswig. 636 

7. Instructions to the President of the 636 
Interallied Aeronautical Commission 

of Control for Germany. 

8. Modifications in the economic clauses 636 
of the peace treaty with Hungary 
requested by the Yugoslav Delegation. 

9. Determining the future agenda. 637 

App. A. Draft letter to Baron von Lersner 638 
containing assurances with regard to 
reparation for the sinking at Scapa 
Flow. 


British Delegation 


Baron von Lersner 
Paris 
No. 23 

M. Paghitch 
Paris 


M. Serruys 
P aris 
No. 334 

49 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 120 


App. C. Note to the Supreme Council 639 
concerning the jurisdiction of the . 
Rhineland High Commission over 
American-occupied territory. 

Oct. 16 App. D. Note to M. Clemenccau regard- 640 
ing the voting rights of inhabitants of 
Schleswig in occupied territory. 

Dec. 12 App. G. Note to M. Clemenceau con- 640 
cerning Hungarian properties in 
transferred territories as affecting 
Yugoslav interests. 

Dec. 27 App. H. Note to M. Dutasta regarding 642 
Hungarian properties in territories 
transferred to Yugoslavia. 

Dec. 31 I. Negotiations with Baron von Lersner 643 
relative to the signing of the protocol 
and reparation for the sinking at 
Scapa Flow. 

2. Report by General Le Rond of 645 
negotiations with German experts 
relative to the transfer of powers in 
plebiscite areas. 

3. Protection of nationals of plebiscite 648 
areas. 

4. Conditions of the advance of funds for 648 
the expenses of Allied troops in the 
plebiscite areas. 

5. Adoption of a reply to the Swiss note 649 
of December 18 concerning Switzer- 
land’s accession to the League of 
Nations. 

6. Arrangements for winding up the 650 
Interallied Commission of Russian 
prisoners of war in Germany. 
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NO. AND NAME 

49 Continued 


Drapting Committee 


Marshal Fogh 
Paris 

General Niessel 
Tiisit 

No. 292 s/p 


General Niessel 
Tilsit 

No. 203 s/e 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 


DATE MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 

Dec. 31 7, Violent treatment hr German troops 653 

of members of General XiesseFs 
mission. 

8. German miiitarv' measures in Upper 653 
Silesia. 

9. Position of the Comitats of Western 653 
Hungary'; dispatch, of an Allied 
mission. 

10. Question of the amendments to die 653 
economic clauses of the peace treaty 
with Hungary- proposed by the 
Czechoslovak Delegation. 

I ! . The question of the Aland Islands, 654 

Dec. 29 App. D. Draft reply to the Swiss note of 654 
December 18 relative to the adherence 
of Switzerland to the League of Nations. 

Dec. I App. E. Two draft resolutions respecting 656 
the maintenance of Russian prisoners 
of war in Germany. 

Dec. II App. G. Note concerning violent treat- 657 
ment by German troops of members 
of the Interallied Commission in the 
Baltic States: transmits statement of 
attacks. 

Dec. 13 App. H. Note to M. Clemenceau trans- 663 
mitting a copy of a letter from a 
delegation of Lithuanians concerning 
the retention of German troops in 
Memel and advancing Lithuanian 
territorial claims against East Prussia. 

Dec. 30 App. I, Draft telegram to General Nudant 664 
demanding the punishment of Ger- 
mans guilty of attacks against mem- 
bers of General Niessel’s mission. 

Dec. 30 App. J. Note to M. Clemenceau concern- 665 
ing German militaiy- concentrations in 
Upper Silesia; transmits a draft note 
on the matter to the German Govern- 
ment. 


French Delegation Dec. 30 App. K. Note on the situation in the 667 

Comitats of Western Hungary. 

Dec. 26 App. L. Note to M. Dutasta regarding 667 
amendments proposed by the Gzecho- 
• sloTakian Delegation to the economic 
clauses of the peace treaty with Hun- 
gary. 

50 Meeting of Supreme Jan. 3 i. Negotiations with the German Dele- 669 

Council: 10.30 a.m. gation concerning the protocol and 

H.D. 121 reparation for the sinkmg at Scapa 

Flow\ 

2. Negotiations with the German Dele- 670 
gation concerning the putting into 
force of the Treaty of Versailles. 

3. Powers of the Prisoners of War Com- 675 
mission. 


M. Serruys 
Paris 
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50 Continued Jan. 3 4. Arrangements for the convocation of 675 

the first meeting of the Coimcil of the 
League of Nations. 

5. Evacuation of civilian population 677 
from districts abandoned by General 
Denikin’s army. 

6. Authorization of the occupation of 677 
the Buk district by Greek troops. 

[7, Procedure for giving interpretations 678 
of clauses of the peace treaties.] 

8, Situation of General Yudenitch’s 678 
army; General Niessel’s proposed 
mission to Esthonia considered un- 
necessary by the British Government. 

Baron von Lersner Jan. i App. A. Note to M. Dutasta regarding 679 
Paris the delivery of floating docks by 

No. A 1 782 Germany in reparation for the sinking 

at Scapa Flow. 

Jan. 2 App. B. Three notes in connexion with 679 
negotiations with the German Dele- 
gation relative to the coming into force 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 


American Embassy 

Paris 

Jan. 2 

App. D. Memorandum concerning the 
convocation of the first meeting of the 
Council of the League of Nations. 

681 

General Franchet 
d’Esperey 
Constantinople 

Dec. 29 

App. E. Telegram regarding the evacua- 
tion of civilian population from dis- 
tricts abandoned by General Denikin’s 
army. 

682 

51 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 122 

Jan. 5 

I. State of negotiations with the German 
Delegation concerning the protocol 
and the coming into force of the 

683 


Treaty of Versailles. 

2. Conditions for a loan to the Austrian 686 
Government; question of American 
participation. 

3. Assistance demanded by General 688 
Denikin. 

4. Relations between the Esthonian 689 
Government and the army of General 
Yudenitch. 

5. Authorization demanded by the 691 
Polish Government to buy arms and 
munitions in Germany. 

6. Question of the prohibition of enemy 692 
trade in Turkey. 

7. Adoption of a reply to the German 693 
note of November 1 7 concerning the 
manufacture of aeronautical material 

and the organization of aerial naviga- 
tion. 

8. Non-signature by Poland of the 694 
declarations of December 8 modifying 

the financial arrangements of St. 
Germain-en-Laye. 

9. Preparation of the peace treaty with 695 
Hungary. 
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PAGE 


51 Conitrmd Jan. 5 


Baron von Lersnsr Jan. 2 
Paris 
No. 74 


Organization Com- 
mittee OF THE Re- 
paration Commission 

Dec. 29 

French Delegation 

Dec. 31 

French Delegation 

Jan. 4 

British Delegation 

Jan. 4 

French Deiegation 

Jan. 3 

French Delegation 

Dec. 30 


Polish Delegation Dec. 19 


52 Meeting of Supreme Jan, 6 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 123 


M. Clemenceau Jan. 6 

Paris 


MAIN SUBJECT 

10, Use cf the term ‘Allied and Associated 605 
Powers’. 

App- A. Draft note from the Supreme 6c6 
Council to the German Delegation 
regarding the signature of the protocol 
and reparation for the siniing at 
Scapa Flow. 

App. B. Note to M, Clemenceau relative 698 
to the aUccation of Allied contingents 
to the plebiscite zones, Danzig and 
Memel. 

App. C. Note in regard to granting 699 

credits to Austria. 

App- D. Xote concerning assistance re- 699 
quested by General Denikin. 

App. E. Xoie concerning the enrolment 700 
of Bulgarians in General Denikin's 
army. 

App. F. Note relative to General Niessel’s 703 
projected mission to Reval. 

App. G. Note regarding the Polish 701 

Government’s request to buy arms 
and mimitions in Germany. 

App. H. Note on the prohibition of 702 

enemy trade in Turkey, enclosing a 

telegram of December 23 from the 
Allied High Commissioners. 

App. I. Note for transmission to the 704 
German Government concerning the 
manufacture of aeronautical material 
and the organization of aerial naviga- 
tion. 

App. K. Note to M. Dutasta protesting 705 
against modifications of the financial 
arrangement of St. Germain-en-Laye. 

1. State of the negotiations \dth the 706 
German Delegation relative to the 
signature of the protocol and the entry 
into force of the Treaty of \^ersailles. 

2. Receipt of the reply of the Roumanian 708 
Government to the Supreme Council’s 
note of November 15. 

3. Representations to the Hungarian 708 
Government in favour of the com- 
munists condemned to death. 

4. Preparation of the peace treaty with 708 
Hungary, 

App. A. Note to Baron von Lersner re- 711 
jecting a German proposal to establish 
a frontier zone between Germany and 
Poland. 
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Commissions on Baltic 

App, C. Joint report concerning the 

711 

and on Polish 

transfer of sovereignty at Danzig and 

Affairs 

Memel. 


Commissions on Baltic 

App. D. Bases for an arrangement with 

712 

AND on Polish 

Germany concerning the transfer of 


Affairs 

sovereignty at Memel and Danzig and 
their provisional administration. 


French Delegation Jan. 4 

App. E. Proposal to request the clemency 
of the Hungarian Government for 
certain communists. 

713 


1. State of negotiations with the German 714 
Delegation relative to the protocol and 
reparation for the sinking at Scapa 
Flow. 

2. Arrangements for the ceremony of the 715 
signature of the protocol and of the 
proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifi- 
cations of the Treaty of Versailles. 

3. Adoption of a note to the German 715 
Delegation regarding the provisional 
replacement of United States repre- 
sentatives, particularly in connexion 
with Memel and Danzig. 

4. Concentration of German troops in 717 
West Prussia. 

5. Transport of Allied contingents in the 717 
plebiscite areas. 

6. Arrangements relative to the occupa- 718 
tion of Schleswig. 

7. Arrangements for the first meeting 718 
of the Council of the League of 
Nations. 

8. Expenses of the Rhineland Inter- 719 
allied High Conunission to be a 
priority charge on Germany. 

German Delegation Jan. 3 App. C. Memorandum regarding the 719 

temporary replacement of American 
representatives on commissions con- 
stituted under the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles. 

German Delegation Jan, 8 App. D. General observations regarding 720 

the negotiations as to the territories 
of Memel and Danzig; question of 
American representation. 

Jan. 9 App. E. Note from the Supreme Council 721 
to Baron von Lersner regarding the 
provisional replacement of the United 
States representatives, particularly in 
regard to Memel and Danzig. 

Jan. 6 App, F. Note to M. Clemenceau con- 722 
cerning German military concentra- 
tions in West Prussia; transmits a 
note on this subject from the Polish 
Military Mission in France. 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 
No. 28 


53 Meeting of Supreme Jan. 9 
Council: 11.30 a.m. 

H.D. 124 
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54 Meeting of Supseme Jan. lo i. Use of native troops of Togoiand and 724 
Council: 11.30 a.m. the Cameroons for the defence of the 

H.D. 125 metropolitan and of the colonial 

territor\'- 

2- Constitution of an interallied militarv* 724 
organization to function after the 
coming into force of the Treat>* of 
\>rsaiiies. 

3. Simaiion in the Caucasus; question 725 
of Allied aid to the Caucasian States 
against Soviet forces. 

4. Organization of the work of the Con- 725 
fererxe; termination of the Council 

of Heads of Delegations. 


CHAPTER II 

Meetings in London and Paris of Allied Prime ^Ministers and 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
December ii, igig-Januarv- 21, 1920 


NO. AND NAME DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


55 Anglo-French Meet- Dec. 1 1 
ing: 3 p.m. 

London 
LC.P. I 


1. Abandonment of the mandate system 727 
for Turkey in Asia other than the 
Arab portions. 

2. Constantinople and the Straits. 728 

3. Positions of Italy and Greece in Asia 733 
Minor. 

4. Question of Cilicia and Armenia; 734 
suggestion by M. Clemenceau for the 
financial control of Turkey. 

5. The Dodecanese; Mr. Lloyd George 735 
in favour of their attribution to 
Greece; Lord Curzon and M- Berthe- 

lot to examine jointly the British and 
French schemes for a settlement in 
Turkey. 

6. The question of oil; to be discussed 735 
by Lord Curzon and M. Berthelot. 

7. The attitude of the British and 735 
French Governments towards the 
United States of America. 

8. The question of Palestine and Syria ; 735 
Lord Curzon and M. Berthelot to 
confer with regard to the headwaters 

of the Jordan. 

9. The question of the Caucasus. 735 

10. General agreement of Mr. Lloyd 735 

George and M. Clemenceau with 
regard to Russia. 

u. Representation by M. Clemenceau 736 
as to the desirability of a more favour- 
able British attitude towards Poland. 

12. Alleged British influence in Hungary. 737 

13. Questions relating to Morocco and 737 
Egypt; to be discussed by Lord Curzon 

and M. Berthelot. 
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PAGE 


55 Continued Dec. ii 14. Form ofthe guarantee of the neutrality 738 

of Belgium. 

15. Position of Marshal Foch and the 738 
proposed constitution of an Allied 
Military Organization at Versailles. 


56 Meeting of Repre- Dec. 12 

SENTATIVES OF THE 

British Empire, 

France, U.S.A., and 
Italy: 11.30 a.m. 

London 
i.c.p. 2 

57 Anglo-French Dec. 12 

Meeting: 3.30 p.m. 

London 
I.c.p. 3 


58 Anglo-French Meet- Dec. 13 
ing: II a.m. 

London 
I.c.p. 4 


M. Clemengeau Dec. 9 

Paris 


U.S. Senate Com- 
mittee ON Foreign 
Relations 
Washington 

59 Anglo-French Meet- Dec. 13 
ing: 3,30 p.m. 

London 

LG.P. 5 


1. The question of the Adriatic; com- 739 
munication of the Allied note of 
December 9 to Signor Scialoja. 

2. Allied policy towards Russia. 744 


1. Reparations: the proportion for dis- 748 
tribution. 

2. The presidency of the Reparation 749 
Commission. 

3. British stores in France. 750 

4. Loans to France. 751 

5. British supply of coal to France; the 751 
question of price. 


r. Agreement upon Allied policy in 773 
Russia. 

2. Agreement upon the future of the 773 
Peace Conference. 

3, Breaches of the law’s of war; appoint- 774 
ment of an Allied committee to revise 

the lists of the accused. 


1. Attitude of the United States of 754 
America to the peace treaty. 

2. Information with regard to the Ger-. 754 
man reply to the Allied note of 
December 8 relative to the protocol 

and reparation for the sinking at 
Scapa Flow. 

3. Signature of treaty by Roumania. 754 

4. Future of the Peace Conference; 754 
position of Marshal Foch. 

5. Enemy breaches of the laws of war; 756 
preparation of lists of offenders. 

6. Question of the extradition and trial 758 
of the former German Emperor. 

7. British supply of coal to France. 760 

8. Japanese representation at the meet- 761 
ings in London. 

g. Question of reparation; French claim 761 
to priority. 

10, Allied policy towards Russia. 764 

1 1. Question of petrol; British and French 765 
experts to confer. 

App. 1. Draft Anglo-French declaration 766 
concerning the reservations of the 
American Senate to the Treaty of 
Ver^illes. 

App. 2. Reservations to the Treaty of 770 
Versailles. 
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59 Continued 

Dec. 13 

4. Agreement to proceed with the de- 

774 



mand for the surrender of the former 




German Emperor. 




5. Allied policy- as regards Siberia: the 

774 


question of Japanese inten’ention. 

Dec. 13 I. Agreement upon Allied policy in 775 
Russia and upon the method of its 
announcement. 

2. Agreement upon the future of the 778 
Peace Conference. 

3. Enemy breaches of the iaws of war. 778 

Dec. 13 I. Approval of an Anglo-French Econo- 779 
mic Agreement relative to the func- 
tioning of the Reparation Commission, 
the allocation of reparations paid by 
Germany, and the issue of a drench 
loan in London. 

2. Agreement upon the need for the 780 
consent of the British Dominions 
before the British Government finally 
approved the proposed distribution 
of reparation as beuveen France and 
the British Empire. 

3. Agreement to complete the Allied 780 
negotiations before making a state- 
ment upon the above subject. 

Dec. 13 App. A. Anglo-French Economic Agree- 780 
ment relative to the functioning of the 
Reparation Commission, the alloca- 
tion of reparations paid by Germany, 
and the issue of a French loan in 
London. 

62 Resolutions adopied Dec, 1 1-13 A. Allied policy in Russia. 782 

AT THE Aixied B. Future of the Peace Conference. 782 

IvIeetings in London G. Enemy breaches of the laws of w'ar. 783 

i.c.p. 8 D. Demand for the surrender of the 783 

former German Emperor. 

E. Economic questions; communique to 783 
be issued regarding the working of the 
Reparation Commission, the issue of 
a French loan in London, and the 
export of British coal. 

Question of the attitude of the United 784 
• States to the peace treaty. 

Preparation of the peace with Turkey; 784 
Lord Curzon to consult with M. 
Berthelot. 

Arrangement for a meeting between 784 
French, and British petrol experts. 

63 Meeting of Allied Jan. 9 The question of the Adriatic; communica- 785 

Representatives: tion to Signor Nitti of proposals by 

12.15 p.m. Mr. Lloyd George. 

Paris 

LC.P. 9 


61 Anglo-French Meet- 
ing: 5.30 p.m. 
London 
I.c.p. 7 


60 Meeting of Allied 
Representati\*es : 
4.30 p.m. 

London 
I.c.p. 6 
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64 ]VIeeting of British, Jan. lo 

French, a:si> Italian 
Representati\t;s : 

11.50 a.m. 

Paris 
i.G.p. 10 

Signor NnTi Jan. 10 

Paris 

65 Meeting of the Jan. 10 

Council of Foreign 
Ministers: Noon 
Paris 

C.M. I 


Military Representa- Jan. 7 
tives of the Supreme 
War Council 
Paris 

Commission on Rou- Jan. 9 

MANIAN AND YUGO- 
SLAV Affairs 

66 Meeting of British, Jan. 10 

French, and Italian 
Representati\’es ; 

4.30 p.m. 

Paris 

I.C.P. II 

67 Meeting OF British, Jan. I2 

French, and Italian 
Representatives : 

II a.m. 

Paris 
LC.p. 12 

68 Meeting of British, Jan. 12 

French, and Italian 
Representatives : 

3 P-m. 

Paris 
I.G.P. 13 

69 Meeting of the Jan. 13 

Council of Foreign 
Ministers: ii a.m. 

Paris 

C.M. 2 


The question of the Adriatic; discussion 786 
of the reply presented by Signor Nitti. 


App. Memorandum regarding the ques- 789 
tion of the Adriatic. 

1. Rejection of Czechoslovak and Yugo- 793 
Slav requests for modifications to the 
military clauses of the Hungarian 
peace treaty. 

2. Exploitation of the mines of Pecs. 793 

3. Financial questions in connexion 794 
with the draft Hungarian peace 
treaty. 

4. Date of the first meeting of the 795 
Council of the League of Nations. 

5. Situation in the Caucasus; Allied 796 
recognition de facto of the Govern- 
ments of Georgia and Azerbaijan. 

6. Question of the surrender of the 797 
former German Emperor. 

App. A. Report on the modifications to 798 
the nailitary clauses of the Hungarian 
peace treaty requested by the Czecho- 
slovak and Yugoslav Delegations. 

App. B. Report concerning the exploita- 801 
tion of the Pecs mines. 


The question of the Adriatic; hearing of 803 
M. Trumbic. 


The question of the Adriatic; continued 815 
hearing of M. Trumbic. 


The question of the Adriatic; statement 823 
by Signor Nitti. 


1. The legal relation of Groatia-Slovenia 833 
to Hungary. 

2. Draft treaty of peace with Hungary; 833 
question of the regulation of entails 

by Yugoslavia. 

3. Draft treaty of peace with Hungary; 836 
modification of article 207. 



NO. AND NAME 
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PAGE 


69 Continued Jan- 13 4. Question of the prohibition of enemy 837 

trade in Turkey. 

5. Cost of the Interallied Rhineland 839 
High Connnission. 

6. Distribution of enemy surface ^var- 839 
ships, submarines, and port material. 

7. Question of the publication of the 841 
records of the Peace Corference. 

8. American representation on the Inter- 844 
allied Naval Commission of Control 

for Germany. 

9. Organization of the Conference; pro- 846 
posal by Lord Curzon to terminate the 
Council of Foreign Ministers. 

Drafting CoMMirraE Jan. 12 App. A. Note on the legal relation of 847 

Croatia^Slovenia to Hungary and 
relevant hnancial considerations. 


Financial Commission Dec. 29 App. B. Note concerning the legal rela- 848 

tion of Croatia-Slovenia to Hungary. 

Financlal Commission Jan. 12 App. G. Note relative to the regulation of 849 

entails in territories transferred from 
Hungary" to Yugoslavia. 

App. G. Note requesting that the Govern- 849 
ment of United States be asked 
whether it accepts the proposed dis- 
tribution of enemy surface warships, 
submarines, and port material. 


Secretariat-General App. H. Note relative to a general com- 850 

pilation of the acts of the Conference, 
together with a note of September 23 
from the Drafting Committee. 

British Delegation Jan. 12 App. I. Memorandum regarding the 855 

question of American representation 
on the Naval Interallied Commission 
of Control for Germany. 


70 Meeting of British, Jan. 13 

French, and Itallan 
Representatives: Jan, 13 

3p.m. 

Paris 
i.G.P. 14 


The Adriatic question; discussion with 856 
the Yugoslav Delegation. 

App. A. Memorandum regarding the 865 
Adriatic question commxmicated to 
the Yugoslav Delegation. 


71 Meeting of British, Jan. 14 
French, and Italian 
Representatives : 

II a.m. 

Paris 
LC.P. 15 


1. The Adriatic question; alteration to 866 
the memorandum communicated to 

the Yugoslav Delegation. 

2. Arrangement to receive representa- 866 
tives of the Hungarian Peace Delega- 
tion, 

3. Commercial policy in Russia; hearing 867 
of representatives of the co-operative 
movement in Russia. 

4. Tabling of draft notes to the Nether- 875 
lands Government relative to the 
surrender of the former German 
Emperor. 



NO. AND NAAIE 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PACE 


72 Meeting of British, Jan. 14 i. Conditions for the communication of 876 
French, and Itall\n the Hungarian peace terms. 

Representatives: 2. The Adriatic question; discussion of 876 

^ p.in. the reply of the Yugoslav Delegation. 

Paris 
i.c.p. 16 

Yugoslav Delegation Jan. 14 App. 3. Reply to the memorandum of 883 

January 13 regarding the question of 
the Adriatic. 

I. Adoption of a note to the Netherlands 884 
Government relative to the surrender 
of the former German Emperor. 

Q. Formula to be adopted for the be- 885 
ginning of the above note to the 
Netherlands Government. 

3. Enemy breaches of the laws of war; 886 
reduction of the lists of accused. 

4. Agreement to hear Count Apponyi on 887 
behalf of the Hungarian Peace Dele- 
gation. 

5. Question of Belgian participation in 888 
the Military Council at Versailles. 

6. Continuance of the Allied Military 889 
Organization at Versailles. 


French Delegation 

Jan. 12 

App. I. Draft note to the Netherlands 
Government requesting the surrender 
of the former German Emperor. 

889 

Drafting Committee 

Jan. 10 

App. 2. Draft note to the Netherlands 
Gk)vernment on the same subject. 

890 

Mr. Lansing 

Paris 

June 26 

App. 3, Draft note to the Netherlands 
Government on the same subject. 

891 

Count Apponyi 

Neuilly 

Jan. 14 

App. 4. Note to M. Clemenceau with 
regard to arrangements for receiving 
the conditions of peace with Hungary. 

89a 

Count Apponyi 

Neuilly 

Jan. 14 

App. 5. Note to M. Clemenceau request- 
ing that he might be heard by the 
Allied representatives. 

00 

10 

74 Meeting of Americ.-\n, 

Jan. 16 

I. Enemy breaches of the laws of war. 

894 

British, French, and 
Italian Representa- 
tives: 10.30 a.m. 

2. Allied agreement to enter into trading 
relations with the co-operative move- 
moEit in Russia. 

894 

Paris 


3. The situation in the Caucasus. 

896 

I.C.P. 18 

Committee on the 

Jan. 15 

App. I. Report on measures to be taken. 

898 

Reopening of Certain 

Trading Relations 
with the Russian 

People 

M. Berthelot 

Paris 

Jan. 16 

App. 2. Draft press communique regard- 
ing the reopening of certain trading 
relations with the Russian people. 

899 
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73 Meeting of British, Jan. 15 
French, and It.allan 
Representati\’es : 

3p.m. 

Paris 
I.C.P. 17 



NO. AND NA?,IE 


DATE 


SoBTECT 


75 ^^EETING OF Allied 

Representato.'es : 
2.30 p.m. 

Paris 
i.c.?. 19 

76 Meeting of Allied 

Repsesextati\'es : 
4 p.m. 

Paris 
i.G.p. 20 


77 Meeting of Allied 
Repeesentatu’es : 
10.30 a.m. 

Paris 
I.G.P. 21 


Allied Military 
Committee 
Paris 


78 !Meeting of Allied 
Representati\es : 
10.30 a.m. 

Paris 
I.G.p. 22 


Jan. 16 Hearing of Count A.ppon-ji regarding the old 
conditions of peace 'vvith Hungary', 


Jan. 16 I. Cammercial policy towards Russia; 91 1 
approval of a cornmnnicue to the 
press. 

2. Arrangements for the communication on 
to the Netherlands Government of 
the note requesting the surrender of 
the former German Emperor. 

Jan. 16 App. A. Communique to the press con- 912 
cerning the reopening of certain 
trading relations with the Russian 
people. 

Jan. 15 App. B. Note to the Netherlands Gov'ern- 9:2 
ment demanding the delivery of the 
former German Emperor for trial. 

Jan. 19 I. Commercial policy with Russia: 9:4 
economic questions relative thereto 
referred to the Supreme Economic 
Council. 

2. Situation in the Caucasus: hearing of 915 
Caucasian representatives: question of 
Allied aid; recognition de facto of the 
Government of Armenia. 

Jan. 12 App. Report on the situation created in 925 
Caucasus by the defeat of General 
Denikin’s armies and on measures to be 
taken to enable the Caucasian repub- 
lics to resist the Soviet forces, together 
with a note on this subject from the 
British Delegation. 

Jan. 20 I. Adoption of the list of persons accused 927 
of w’ar crimes. 

2. Adoption of a telegram to Washing- 928 
ton concerning Russian affairs. 

[3. Judicial administration of Thrace.] 928 

4. Question of the admission of Switzer- 929 
land to the League of Nations; hearing 

of M. Ador. 

5. The affairs of Roumania and Hun- 932 
gary; discussion with hi. \^aida- 
Voevod. 

6. Question of Bessarabia; discussion 936 
with M. h’^aida-Voevod. 

7. Question of the defence of Poland 938 
against Soviet forces. 

8. Allied contingents for the occupation 938 
of plebiscite zones. 

9. Question of the Adriatic; statement 942 
by Signor Nitti. 

App. A. Draft telegram to the French 944 
Ambassador in Washington for sub- 
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CHAPTER I 


Concluding Proceedings of the Supreme Council 
of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
(Heads of Delegations , 

October i6, 1919— January lo, 1920 

N0.1 

H. D. 71 .] J\‘otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichoti’s Room at the Quai d’Orsaj, Paris, on Thursday, 

October i6, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.'. Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. Sir E\Te Crowe; SECRET.iVRY, Mr. H. Xorman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, !M. Dutasta, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secbietary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Gordon. British Empire: Gapt. 

Hinchley-Cooke. France: IVI. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned. 
U.S.A.: Mr. C. RusseU, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Sir George Clerk, Mr. Leeper, 
Mr. Forbes- Adam, Gapt. G. Lothian Small. 

Itcdy: M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. Mr. Polk said that a telegram had just been received from the Inter- 

allied Military Mission at Budapest dated the 14th October. 
Telegram from jjg desired that the telegram (see Appendix A) should be 
before the Council and be considered before the question 
otBa^pest^^’’^ of Sir George Clerk’s mission was discussed. 

M. Mantoux then read the text of the telegram. 

Mr. Polk said that he wished to* call attention to the fact that the telegram 
expressed the opinion of the four Generals at Budapest. He thought that the 
question of the reply should be considered at once. The telegram was 
addressed, not to the Am erican delegation, but to the Supreme Coimcil. If 
the telegram required an answer, as he thought it did, tlxe question was to 
decide as to the nature of the answer. 

M. Pichon agreed that the telegram could not be left unanswered. It was 
important that the demand of the Interallied Military Mission should be 
fulfilled. He considered that the Generals should be given entire satisfaction. 
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Mr. Polk said that at the same time that the telegram had been received 
his attention had been called to a press despatch from Budapest, which stated 
that it was rumoured in both Austria and Hungary that the members of the 
Interallied Militaiy^^ Mission were on the point of resigning, because they felt 
that they had not received adequate support from the Supreme Council, 

M. PiCHON said he did not see how this demand could be made. In 
any event, it was important to beware of rumours. In point of fact, the 
Supreme Council had replied to the previous telegrams of the Interallied 
Military Mission and had taken the views of the Mission into full considera- 
tion. Up to the present time the Interallied Military Mission had never 
transmitted to the Council a telegram so precise in its statements and so far- 
reaching in its consequences. He considered it essential to accede to the 
wishes of the Interallied Military Mission, namely, that the Roumanian 
Government should be asked to evacuate Hungary forthwith. He wished to 
point out, however, the grave situation which would be almost certain to 
result in Hungary following the retirement of the Roumanian army of occupa- 
tion. The question of arming a police force of sufficient size to enforce order 
was not mentioned in the telegram, and the Military Mission had made no 
suggestions in regard to this matter. He asked whether the Military Mission 
had made any proposals relative to the organizing of a police force before the 
evacuation should take place. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that the Military Mission had already asked for 
10,000 rifles for the purpose of organizing a police force. 

M, Pighon said that he had not been present at the last meeting of the 
Council where the subject had been discussed. He understood, however, 
that Sir George Clerk had already proposed the immediate evacuation of 
Hungary by the Roumanian forces. 

M. DE Saint Quentin said that Sir George Clerk had proposed the evacua- 
tion of Hungary by the Roumanians, but that he had also insisted upon the 
necessity of the establishment of a Government which could maintain order 
and be recognized by the Allied and Associated Powers. (See h. d. 67.)* 

Mr. Polk said that he did not understand that the report advocated that 
the Roumanians should remain in Hungary until a stable Government was 
established. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Allied and Associated Governments 
had already addressed the Roumanian Government on the subject of the 
evacuation of Hungary. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought that the Council had already insisted that 
the Roumanian military authorities form the police of Hungary and then 
withdraw. It was most important that the Roumanians should not await 
the establishment of a suitable Government. 

M, Pighon asked who should give orders to the police. 

Mr. Polk said that the Interallied Military Mission had already reported 
that the Government of M. Friedrich were prepared to organize a police 
force. 

^ See Vol. I, No. 71, minute 7. 
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ZvL PiGHo:: pointed out that the Council had already considered the draft 
of a telegram to M. Friedrich telling him that he should withdraw and per- 
mit someone else to form a government. 

AIr. Polk said that lie thought it was important not to mix the two 
questions. So far as he was concerned, he was not in a position to accept a 
form of action wliich would enable the Roumanian forces to remain until 
a satisfactory' Government had been established. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Allied and Associated Governments 
had already told the Roumanian Government that they must withdraw their 
military forces from Hungary^ 

(He then read an extract from the Note to the Roumanian Government 
(see Appendix B to h. d. 68; .- in which a definite demand upon the 
, Roumanians to withdraiv their military forces from Hungaiy' was made.) 

He said that he considered that it was most important to inform the Inter- 
allied Militan' Mission at Budapest that this demand had been made of the 
Roumanian Government. 

M. PiCHON said that it was of equal importance to see that the Roumanian 
Government carried out the measures in question. 

AIr. Polk said that he hoped that the matter could be cleared up. He 
wished to ask whether the rifles were to be delivered to the Hungarian police 
at the present time, and whether the Roumanian forces were to withdraw at 
the present time, whatever the Government in Hungary might be. 

M. PiGHON replied in the affirmative. 

M. SciALOjA asked whether the Interallied Military Mission had been 
informed of the telegram sent to Bucharest. 

M. PiGHON replied that they had not been informed, but that they ought 
to be informed immediately. 

Mr. Polk said that he understood that a decision had been taken at the 
meeting of the Council on the 1 1 th October- to inform the Interallied Military 
Mission of the Note to the Roumanian Government. 

M. PiGHON said that the resolution had not been drafted in this sense, but 
that the decision should be communicated to the Interallied Military Jvfission, 
as it would be the best reply to their telegram. 

Mr. Polk said that he wnshed to express the hope that the Supreme 
Council would not forget that possibly six weeks ago, certainly four, the 
Roumanian militaiy’’ authorities had been told to deliver the necessary rifles 
to the police. The Council were aware that the Roumanians had never done 
this. M. Misu had informed him that the Hungarians had plenty of rifles 
firom Field-Marshal Mackensen’s supply. In point of fact this was not the 
case. The Roumanians were unwilling to carry out the wishes of the Supreme 
Council. 

M. PiCHON said that Marshal Foch had been informed on the loth October 
by Colonel Dimitrescu that the Roumanian High Command had some time 
before placed at the disposal of Colonel Yates for the Hungarian gendar- 
merie 10,000 rifles and 40 machine guns. 1,000 rifles had already been 

= Vol. I, No. 72. 


3 



delivered and the rest was guarded by Roumanian troops until such time as 
they should be delivered. Colonel Dimitrescu added that Colonel Yates, the 
United States Military Attache at Bucharest, had been charged by the Inter- 
allied Military Mission with the creation of a Hungarian gendarmerie. The 
Roumanian troops had begun their withdrawal from Hungary. 

Mr. Polk said that in his opinion it was delightfully typical of the Rou- 
manians that of 10,000 rifles, QjOOO had not been delivered. 

Sir George Clerk said that on the 20th September M. Diamandi and 
General Mardarescu had promised to turn over the rifles and machine guns 
for the use of the Hungarian gendarmerie. As far as he was aware they had 
not delivered a single rifle or machine gun. 

Mr. Polk said that they had delivered 1,000 rifles which might be useful 
for parade purposes, but which could not shoot. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that substantially there was no additional informa- 
tion in the telegram now before the Supreme Council. The point was that 
the Supreme Council had not communicated to the Generals the Note to the 
Roumanian Government; that the Generals therefore were unaware when 
they sent this telegram of the steps that the Supreme Council had already 
taken. He had no desire to doubt the evidence of the Interallied Mission, 
but the evidence was largely collected from Hungarian sources. For this 
reason he did not consider that their report was altogether satisfactory since 
the Roumanians might have some explanation to make. In tlieir telegram 
the Interallied Military Mission had mentioned the names of several towns 
as lying in territory which was to be ceded to Roumania under the terms of 
the Treaty of Peace. As a matter of fact some of the towns in question would 
remain in Hungarian territory. He did not think that the report should be 
accepted as gospel. 

Sir George Clerk said that he wished to add that on the night before he 
had left for Bucharest M. Misu had come to see him. He had pointed out to 
M. Misu how impossible the conduct of the Roumanian authorities had 
been, as for example, in the case of the Museum at Budapest. M. Misu then 
turned to M. Vaida and asked him for the oiflcial explanation. M. Vaida 
had then produced a telegram from his Government stating that the Rou- 
manian Government had only wished to recover archives belonging to them 
which had been carried off from [?to] Budapest. He did not vouch for the 
truth of this explanation, which had not been investigated : it simply went to 
show that such incidents might have satisfactory explanations. 

Mr. Polk said that the explanation which the Roumanians had made to 
the Interallied Military Mission was that the material in question was 
Transylvanian property, and they wished to take it as they expected to 
acquire Transylvania. He wished to emphasize the point, however, that as 
the four Powers had sent four representatives to Budapest, there was no 
reason why the Roumanians should not make their explanations to them. 
He felt that the Council should either accept the statements of the Generals 
or else recall them. Personally he had great faith in General Bandholtz. 
The fact that the Roumanian Ofiicials made their explanations outside of 
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Budapest was decidedly unjust to the Interallied 2vliiitar}’ Mission and placed 
them in an impossible position. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he agreed. He said further that the Council should 
insist that the explanation of the Roumanian authorities should be made to 
the Interallied Military Mission. The point which he had wished to raise 
was this : a note had been despatched to the Roumanian Government and 
the Council had not yet heard their side. He wished to emphasize the neces- 
sity of waiting until a reply from the Roumanian Government had been 
received, as he did not believe that conditions were any worse than the 
Council already knew' them to be. 

M. PicHOX said that the Council agreed as to the necessity' of informing 
the Interallied Military' ^lission of the note to the Roumanian Government. 

(It was decided: 

to commiiiiicate to the Interallied Mili tary Mission at Budapest the text 
of the note from the Principal Allied and Associated Governments to the 
Roumanian Government approved by the Supreme Council on the 
11th October (h. d. 68).- ) 

2. M. PicHON said that Mr. Polk had not considered it advisable to transmit 
a telegram to M. Friedrich but to send a representative of the 
Mission of Str Council to Budapest. The instructions to be given to Sir George 
B^apest^'*° Clerk w'cre contained in the draft telegram to M. Friedrich 
which had been previously discussed by the Council (see 
Appendix C, h. d. 68).* 

Mr. Polk said that he w'ished to suggest two changes in the text. In the 
first paragraph it was stated that the Allies had w'aited in the hope that the 
Government of M. Friedrich, recognizing its inability to meet the conditions 
required by the principal Allied and Associated Powers, would either include 
representatives of aU parties in Hungary or withdraw from office. He thought 
that instead of speaking of ‘all parties’ it would be better to substitute the 
words, ‘the several parties’. In the second paragraph he wished to suggest 
that the words ‘in the view of the Allied and Associated Powers’ be omitted. 

M. PiGHON said that it had been agreed to inform the Interallied hlilitary 
Mission in regard to Sir George Clerk’s departure for Budapest. He thought 
that Sir George Clerk should be charged to inform the Generals as to the 
discussion which had taken place in the Coimdl on that day and to inform 
them that the Goimdl were resolved to do all that was necessary to make the 
Roumanian Government follow the line of action which had been decided 
upon. 

(At this point Sir George Clerk left the meeting.) 

Mr. Polk said that he wished to raise a question which he had hesitated 
to mention in Sir George Clerk’s presence. He understood that as Sir George 
Clerk was proceeding to Budapest as a representative of the principal Allied 
and Associated Pow'crs the necessary expenses in connection "with his mission, 
amounting to whatever sum Sir George Clerk in his discretion might consider 
necessary and proper, would be paid by the Allied and Associated Powers. 


5 



M. PiGHON said that he thought that the British Government should pay 
the necessary expenses and that the amount in question should then be divided 
between the Powers interested. 

Mr. Polk said that Sir George Clerk was going to Budapest as the repre- 
sentative of the Supreme Council and it would be unfortunate if the impres- 
sion should obtain in Roumania or Hungary that the Council were dissatisfied 
with the Interallied Military Mission. He thought that a formal statement 
should be made to the four Generals which should contain the reasons why 
Sir George Clerk was going to Budapest. 

M. PiCHON said that the Council had already decided to notify the four 
Generals at Budapest of Sir George Clerk’s mission (see h. d. 69,2 minute 3). 

Mr. Polk pointed out that Sir George Clerk’s mission would be known 
to the press. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Sir George Clerk was being sent to Budapest 
because it had been thought inadvisable by sending a telegram to give the 
appearance of mixing in the internal affairs of Hungary. 

M. PiGHON said that he did not approve of giving any statement to the 
press. In any mention of Sir George Clerk’s mission, he would only be 
referred to as being charged with a special mission to Budapest on behalf of 
the Supreme Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked that Sir George Clerk’s date of departure might 
be fixed for the following Saturday.^ 

(It was decided: 

(1) that Sir George Clerk should proceed to Budapest as the special repre- 

sentative of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. (See 
H. D. 69,® minute 3 ) ; 

(2) that Sir George Clerk should be directed to communicate with the 

several Hungarian pohtical parties and that in his mission he should 
be guided by the spirit of the views of the Allied and Associated 
Powers as expressed in the draft telegram to M. Friedrich (see 
Appendix C to H. d. 68),® with the following alterations in the text: 
for the words “all parties’ (fine 12)^ the words “the several parties’ 
should be substituted, and in lines 17 and 18® “in the view of the 
Allied and Associated Powers’ should be omitted ; 

(3) that Sir George Clerk should inform the four Generals at Budapest of 

the discussion which had taken place in the Supreme Council on 
that day and that the Council were resolved to do all that was neces- 
sary to make the Roumanian G?)vernment follow the line of action 
required of them ; 

(4) that such funds as Sir George Clerk might, in his discretion, consider 

necessary and proper for the expenses of the mission should be paid 
by the British Government and subsequently shared by the Princi- 
pal Allied and Associated Governments ; 

(5) that the Interallied Military Mission at Budapest should be notified by 

telegraph of Sir George Clerk’s mission ; 

^ Vol, I, No. 73. 4 October 18, 1919. 

s Line 9 of the printed text. * Lines 13 and 14 of the printed text. 
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{6} that the only state^ient which .should he made with regard to Sir 
George Clerk".^ saiissioD was that he had been despatched to fiiLfii a 
special mission at Budapest on behalf of the Supreme Council.) 


3- ' The Council had before it a Xote of the loth October from "SL Poiitis" 
^ , to M. Ciemenceau, 'see Appendix B' 

Greek Delegatiot' Satxt Qxjenttnt read and commented upon the note 

against the failvre questxOn. 

of the Inter-Allied PiCHON said that he thought it was a difficult matter for 

Mission of Inquiry the Council lo give instructions from Paris, If witnesses had 
at Srnyrna lo com- given testimony under a promise of secrecy, he did not sec 
mmicate informa- Council could absolve the Commission from the 

repyesentatke promises which they might have made. 

Sir Eyre Crow^e pointed out that the Council had made 
an engagement to M. Venizelos.' 


M. SciALOjA said that when the Council had given the undertaHng to 
M. Venizelos they w’ere not aware that the Commission had promised cer- 
tain witnesses that their testimony would be held as secret. 

Sir Eyre Crowte said that he had just received a telegram from the British 
High Commissioner at Constantinople on the subject. The telegram con- 
firmed the fact that the Commission had decided to take certain etidence in 
camera for the purpose of obtaining reliable information and avoiding reprisals. 
A definite promise had been made to certain witnesses. On the other hand, 
the Council had given an undertaking to the Greek Government. 

M. PiGHON said that the Council were not to blame for what had occurred. 


^ Greek ^Minister of Foreign Affairs and Delegate Plenipotentiary to the Peace Con- 
ference. 

8 Not printed. In this note Politis referred to the decision of the Supreme Council of 
September 30, rgig (see Vol. I, No. 683 minute 6), as communicated to M. Venizelos, and 
reported that the Commission of Inquiiy at Smyrna had nevertheless ‘limited itself to 
sending to Colonel Mazarakis a statement of the facts established by it without communi- 
cating to him the depositions of the witnesses regarding which it informed him by a letter 
dated October 7th that those depositions “had been made under the promise of absolute 
secrecy and that it would be impossible for it to communicate them without breaking its 
promise”. 

‘Colonel Mazarakis replied, in conformity with the instructions of the Greek Government, 
that it was indispensable for him to see the whole dossier as the Supreme Council had 
decided, 

‘I am informed that the promise refenred to by the Commission was not taken with all 
the witnesses : to the Greek witnesses the Commission only recommended discretion without 
promising anything to them. However it may be, after having deprived the Representatives 
of the Greek Government of the right of legitimate defence prescribed by justice, the 
Commission of Inquiry, in spite of the instructions of the Supreme Council, has gone as far 
as to surround its procedure \vdth an absolute secrecy, even as regards Colonel Mazarakis. 

‘In the name of the Greek Government, I feel obliged to protest against that unjust and 
arbitrary decision and I appeal to the equity of the Supreme Council, so that, in conformity 
with its decision of December [jfc] 30th, the Commission of Inquiry be formally imdtcd to 
communicate to Colonel Mazarakis the depositions of the witnesses, even if strictly confi- 
dential.’ 

9 See Vol. I, No. 68, minute 6. 
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He thought the only possible compromise was to inform the Greek Delega- 
tion that the testimony taken after the instructions of the Supreme Council 
had been received, would be placed at the disposal of the Greek Government. 
The Supreme Council were not in a position to give an undertaking as to 
previous promises made by the Commission of Inquiry. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed that this compromise would seem the best means 
of solving the difficulty. 

Mr. Polk asked as to the nature of the promise made by the Supreme 
Council. 

M. DE Saint Quentin said that the undertaking in question was contained 
in a resolution of the Supreme Council. (See h. d. 64, Minute 6.®) 

(It was decided : 

that, owing to pledges of secrecy given by the Commission of Inquiry at 
Smyrna to certain witnesses, the Commission be not obliged to communi- 
cate to the representative of the Greek Government, in its entirety, the 
evidence given by these witnesses before the receipt of the terms of the 
resolution of the 30th September (see h. d. 64).®) 

4. (The Council had before it a Note from the British Delegation of the 
Repatriation of ^5*^ October (see Appendix C).i°) 

Austrian and SiR Eyre Crowe said that the question was not one of great 
Hungarian Pri- importance. The Austrian Delegation had asked that the 
son^s in Great Austrian prisoners of war held in Great Britain should be 
^apan"^ repatriated. There were only 36 officers and 135 others in 
Great Britain and the British Government saw no reason for 
refusing the request of the Austrian Delegation. It would probably be possible 
to repatriate the prisoners in question with German prisoners. There was 
also a small number of Hungarian prisoners in Great Britain and the British 
Military Authorities were anxious that these should be repatriated at the 
present time. 

M. Matsui asked whether the Council had any objections to tlie Japanese 
Government repatriating the small number of Austrian and Hungarian 
prisoners in their hands. 

(It was decided : 

that there was no objection to the immediate repatriation of the Austrian 
and Hungarian prisoners of war in Grgat Britain and Japan.) 

5. Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Council had just addressed a stiff note to 

„ . . . Roumanian Government which asked them, in effect, 

tL^M-Croat- were prepared to accept the guidance of 

Slovene Govern- Supreme Council. He desired to czill attention to the fact 
ment that the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government had not signed the 

Treaty of Peace with Austria or the Minorities Treaty. At the 

w Not printed. This brief note outlined the position as explained by Sir E. Crowe except 
that the figures for Austrian prisoners of war in England were given as 36 officers and 12H 
other ranks. 
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present time there was a ministerial crisis at Belgrade." He had hoped that 
the moderate element would come into power, but at the moment it looi^ed 
as if the intransigeant element were about to come into power- If the matter 
were brought to a head at the present time the effect would be to strengthen 
the hands of the elements in Yugo-Sla\ia who were most anxious to cooperate 
with the Allied and Associated Powers. He suggested that at an early date 
a communication be addressed to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
inquiring whether or not they were prepared to sign the Treaties. 

M. PiCHON said that he agreed w-ith. the opinion of Sir Eyre Crowe and 
thought that action should be taken at once. 

Sir Eyre CRO\ra said that he had prepared a rough draft of a note to the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene Government. Ke did not mean that the draft should be 
accepted as final but he simply wished to refer it to Iiis colleagues for their 
consideration as a possible basis of discussion. 

6 . 

R^sian Prisoners [Xot printed]- 

Of I iW in Get- 

many 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crilloriy Paris, 

October i6, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 

Kaval Communication Service, Paris, Ftance, 

From 22 VN z 1139 Budapest October 13-14 1919 
To Supreme Council Peace Conference. Paris. 

Cold \veather setting in, day’s delay now more serious than would have been 
week’s delay two months ago. Inter-Allied military’ mission therefore desires 
present Supreme Council following statement facts concerning conduct Rou- 
manians with request for prompt action. They have so thoroughly cleaned out 

On September 13, 1919, M. Da\ido\dc, the Yugoslav Prime Minister, had tendered 
his resignation on the ground that the Treaty of St. Germain was in certain respects un- 
satisfactory to Yugosla\ia. Successive attempts to form alternative governments failed, 
and M. Daridoric consented to maintain the conduct of affairs for the time being: cf. 
No. 4 , minute 8 . 

12 With reference to minute 4 of No. 72 in Vol. I the Supreme Council took note of 
Mr. Polk’s remarks ‘to the effect that the American representative on the Commissions 
dealing ’with questions relating to Russian prisoners of war, and American representatives 
on all Commissions, could not bind their Government to financial obligations unless the 
subjects in question had been brought before the Supreme Council and received Mr. Polk’s 
approval’, 

^3 The text of the telegram in this appendix is printed with verbal variation by General 
H. H. Bandholtz: An Undiplomatic Diary (New York, 1933), pp. 151-4* This published 
text h generally less condensed than the telegraphic text here printed, and has been used 
in establishing the sense of passages which are corrupt or uncertain in their telegraphic form. 
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country of rolling-stock that there are not enough for transportation local food 
and fuel requirements. Their Administration reduced food reserve Budapest to one 
third what it was September. According report from Hungarian Food Minister 
they have by unnecessary and cruel restriction prevented food from going out 
Budapest to neighbouring suburbs, population [of] which estimated six hundred 
thousand. Reported during evacuation trans Dunabia [PTrans-Danubia] they re- 
leased Bolshevists who been detained and in city Budapest have repeatedly by force 
without written order taken Bolshevists prisoners out of jail. At S[z]olnok, where 
committee this mission obtaining information about Roumanian exportations, 
have arrested several Hungarian railway men who were aiding our efforts. Have 
prevented University students from reporting for continuation their courses. 
September 26th their commander in chief sent letter to mission stating that to 
cover needs feeding Hungary, zone between Danube and Thiess Rivers been 
placed at disposition Hungarian Government, no requisitions would take place 
that zone except those necessary for actual feeding troops, especially for city 
Budapest above zone be extended to East Thiess to boundary line fixed by 
Commander, despite which October 5th Roumanian Colonel Rujinschi seized 
thirty aeroplane motors Budapest which cannot [be] classified as food. October 
loth in Budapest from firm Schmitt and Tarsai they seized removed machinery 
which put two thousand labourers out work. Large number of similar cases with 
proof on hand. In reply to letter from mission that desired that objects National 
Museum be not disturbed until acted upon by committee they sent reply that 
intended take those and that signers [of] letters, Mardarescu and Diamandi, 
assumed responsibility for action, this being in effect insult to nations represented on 
interallied military mission. That they did not take objects due fact doors sealed signed 
by President [of] Day at time and they afraid go to extreme l')rcaking seal. Between 
five and six o’eloek this morning they attempted arrest Prime Minister Friederic 
and did arrest two Government officials result which President of Day in person 
delivered General Mardarescu memorandum from mission copy which telegraphed 
Supreme Council this date. They kept their commander in chief General Mar- 
darescu and High Commissioner Diamandi absent in Bucharest week during 
which no representative present with whom business could be transferred [trans- 
acted]. Although they in August acknowledged Interallied Military Mission as 
representing their superiors the Supreme Council, they have with negligible 
exceptions carried out none of instructions this mission and have always insisted 
acting as though Roumania equal or superior to nations repi'esented on mission. 
They sent misleading reports Paris placing themselves attitude saviours of Hungary 
and have censored press in Hungary to extent that Hungarians could not refute false 
statement. On 19th September General Mardarescu wrote mission he [had] 
taken all necessary measures make treatnupnt of prisoners satisfactory, stating 
especially from sanitary vie'wpoint according report his surgeon general conditions 
very good. October nth Mission receives communication from International Red 
Cross representatives [representative] stating this [his] investigations at Arad 
resulted discover conditions so opposed to conventions covering treatment 
prisoners W’ar that he felt this mission should take action. This [His] conclusions 
which [are as] follows concur with all reports concerning same except Roumanian 
reports: T find that these prisoners were not captured on field battle but many 
days after cessation hostilities; that lodgings of prisoners are unsanitary; that army 
which captured them take no care of them whatever, furnishes them neither food, 
clothing, medicine, covering or anything; that from date their captivity prisoners 
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had no funds and that majority cannot purchase anything for even insufficient 
nourishment. That prisoners treated contrary’ Article Nine General [Geneva] 
Convention 1906; that all these men are exposed to serious diseases if not properly 
aided; that orders given Red Gross at Arad to take care prisoners needs entireK' 
illegal and cannot be based upon any law or international com'ention/ Dr. Munro 
British Food Commission and Swiss Captain Burnier International Red Cross just 
returned from visiting following towns: Hatzam [Hatvan]. Gyongv'on [Gyongyos], 
Miskolcz, Satoralja Ujhely, N\Teg\’haza, Dedreczem [Debreczenj^ Szoinok, 
!Mag>xarad [NagyA'arad], Dekes gvoila [Bekes, Gyirla], Arad, Temesvar and 
Szeged all in permanent portion Hungary but now occupied by Roumanians and 
have submitted statement from which following is extract : Tn ail towns occupied 
by Roumanians we found oppression so great as to make life unbearable. Murder 
is common. Youths and women flogged, imprisoned without trial, arrested 
without reason, theft of personal property under name of requisition. Condition 
of affairs prevails difficult for W'estern European realize who not seen and heard 
evidence. People forced take oath allegiance to Roumanian King; if refuse they 
persecuted. Experienced Hungarian doctors of hospitals been replaced by in- 
experienced Roumanian doctors. Roumanian military authorities demand petition 
for eveiy- passport, request for coal or food. Petitions must be written Roumanian 
language. Roumanian lawyer just been [must be] employed and charges enormous 
fees. Stationmaster Weber of Brad and Stationmaster [of] Ketegyhaza been fear- 
fully flogged. Last Good Friday Roumanians advanced suddenly to Boros-Sebes 
and tw’o hundred fifty Hungarian soldiers taken prisoners. These killed in most 
barbarous manner; stripped naked and stabbed with bayonets in way to prolong 
life long as possible. Roumanians established custom house every village. Delivery’ 
permits only be obtained by payment ridiculously large sum. Commerce is 
impossible. People will soon starve. Deliberately for no militaiy^ or political 
reasons apparent hospitals not allowed transport for coal and w’ood w^hich already 
(Wire went out of commission here) paid for. life of hospitals hangs on 

coal. Hospitals have closed [will have to close] down entirely unless relieved 
immediately. Results be disastrous. Will be outbreaks all sorts contagious epidemic 
disease such [as] typhus, typhoid, etc.’ An American officer and an Italian doctor 
if Roumanians permit will accompany International Red Cross representative on 
thorough investigation prisoners w^ar camps. In general Roumanian conduct been 
such that this Mission been almost wholly unable carry’ out its instructions and 
there apparently no prospect immediate improvement. It is unanimous opinion 
of Mission that unless Roumanians immediately evacuate Hungary^ and make at 
least partial restitution in particular of rolling stock, machinery and much other 
property seized here there w’ill result in short time extreme suffering from lack food 
and fuel and recrudescence of Bolshevism. This Mission therefore of unanimous 
opinion that either Roumanians should be forced evacuate Hungary at once and 
make restitution outlined or this Mission should be relieved. End Message. 

Interallied Military Mission. 

7:53 p.m. October 14, 1919. 


II 



No. 2 


H. D. 72.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held hi M, Pichon^s Room at the Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Saturday^ 
October 18^ igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present; U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 
Berthelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretaries, M. Paterno, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: USA.: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: 

Capt. G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A, : Mr. E. L. Dresel, Dr. J. B. Scott, Capt. B. Winlhrop. 

British Empire: Gen. Sackville-West, Mr. A. Leeper, Mr. Shearman, 
Mr. G. Tufton. 

France: Marshal Foch, M. Tardieu, Gen. Weygand, M. Laroche, 
M. Fromageot, M. Aubert, M. Escoffier. 

Italy: Gen. Cavallero, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Pilotti. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


I. (The Council had before it a report presented by the Special Commission 
charged with determining the Composition of Interallied 
Composition of the Forces of Occupation (sec Appendix A).) 

Interallied Forc^ GENERAL Weygand read and commented upon the re- 

of Occupation provided ni-i • .1 K 

for by the Treaty with ble called the attention 01 the Council to the reserva- 

Germany tions formulated by the Italian Military Representative 

and by the British Delegation. The Italian Military Repre- 
sentative felt that he ought to affirm again that his Government had only 
authorized the participation of three battalions destined for Upper Silesia. 
In the table prepared by the Commission the provision had been made for 
the employment of seven Italian battalions. He felt that he should add that 


in former Conferences the Italian Military Delegate had always expressed 
the same opinion on this point. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that in fact he^had always stated that his Govern- 
ment could only send three battalions. 

M. Clemenceau observed that this decision meant imposing a heavy 
burden on the French. He took the liberty of insisting that M. Tittoni should 
reconsider the matter. It seemed to him that Italy, not being threatened on 
any frontier, could do at least something more. If she should persist in her 
refusal she would put the French in a most unfair situation. 

M. Tittoni reserved the right to reconsider the question. 

General Weygand added that the British Delegation had made two 
reservations: it had first been decided that Memel should be occupied by a 
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British battalion and an American battalion: accoiding to the revised tabic 
which the Council had before it the American battalion was to be sent to 
Upper Silesia to reinforce the United States forces there and was replaced at 
Memel by a French battalion. The British Delegate accepted this change on 
condition that the command should be held by a British officer. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that this request was based on the same reasons 
which the British had always advanced. It was purely a question of organiza- 
tion and administration. 

M. Clemengeau said that France had no objection to the command at 
Memel being held by a British Officer. 

General Weygand explained that the British Delegaiion also asked that 
all British troops forming part of the forces of occupation at Dantzig, Marien- 
werder, Allenstein and Memel should be treated as a single unit from an 
administrative point of view, although they were placed under different 
commands. 

M. Glemengeau said that he could not see anything unreasonable in this 
request. 

General \Veygand stated that no formal reservation had been made 
with respect to the American troops : but according to his conversations with 
General Bliss it seemed to him that one point still remained to be settled, 
namely, would the American Government authorize to the use [^fr] of its 
troops before the ratification of the Treaty by the Senate? 

Mr. Polk obsert^ed that a cable had been sent on this subject and a reply 
was expected. xAll he could say for the moment was that the troops were on 
the way and were first to be sent to Coblenz. He wished to draw’ the CounciPs 
attention to another point. The Commission expressed the desire that in 
each zone of occupation the Presidency of the Interallied Commission and 
the command of the troops of occupation should be invested in individuals 
of the same nationality. Would it not be preferable w’ith respect to the 
Interallied Commission that the Presidency would not be permanent but 
should rather be held in rotation by each nation represented? 

Sir Eyre Groove thought that this was scarcely practicable. 

General ^Veygand obser\’ed that some Commissions, such as the one in 
Upper Silesia, would have a rather long life — perhaps from eight to tw’enty 
months — ^while others would only exist for from three to six months. Under 
these conditions he did not think a system of alternation w^as feasible. 

M. Glemengeau said that as far -as he was concerned he attached so much 
importance to good feeling between Allies that he was quite -willing to accede 
to Mr. Polk’s suggestion. 

Mr. Polk said that he in no way insisted upon this, he w’as merely making 
a suggestion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that each Interallied Commission might be left 
free to elect its owm President. 

General Weygand pointed out that this question was distinct from that 
of the command of the military forces, which would be determined before the 
departure of the|[troops in conformity with the Commission’s recommenda- 
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tions. He wished finally to call the Councirs attention to a desire expressed 
by the Commission: it wished the departure of the Interallied Commissions 
and of the forces of occupation to be determined in such a way, and the date 
of the coming into force of the Treaty to be settled in such a fashion, that the 
Commissions and forces of occupation would arrive at their appointed 
destinations at the moment of the coming into force of the Treaty. The 
Commission also wished the German Government to be advised beforehand 
of the date determined for the entry into force of the Treaty and its coinci- 
dence with the arrival of the Commissions and troops of occupation so that 
the German Government might take the necessary measures. 

M. Glemenceau agreed. 

General Weygand stated that the Allied General Staffs should therefore 
agree on the date when the troops could arrive at their appointed destina- 
tions: that w^ould be date upon which, as far as military questions were con- 
cerned, the Treaty could come into force. He would inform the Council of 
this date. 

It was decided: 

(1) to accept the recommendations of the special Commission relative to 

the composition of Interallied forces of occupation (see Appendix A), 
with the reservation that the definite approval of the Italian Govern- 
ment should be obtained ; 

(2) that the command of the various forces of occupation should be exer- 

cised according to the recommendations of the Commission, and 
that, at Memel, a British officer should be in command ; 

(3) that although the British troops forming part of the forces of occupa- 

tion at Dantzig, Marienwerder, Allenstein and Memel W'ould be 
placed imder different commands, they should, from an administra- 
tive point of view, be treated as a single unit ; 

(4) that the departure of the Commissions and of the forces of occupation 

should be regulated in such a way, and that the date of the entrance 
into force of the Treaty should be fixed in such a manner, that both 
the Commissions and the forces of occupation should arrive at their 
appointed destinations at the moment of the entrance into force of 
the treaty of Peace ; 

(5) that Marshal Foch, after agreeing with the Allied General Staffs, should 

inform the Supreme Council of the date from which they consider it 
possible for the Treaty to enter^into force ; 

(6) that the German Government should be notified in advance of the 

date fixed for the entry into force of the Treaty and of its coincidence 
with the arrival of the Commissions and the forces of occupation, 
so that it might take all necessary measures within the proper time, 
and, especially to fix the date of evacuation of the districts in ques- 
tion by its own forces ; 

(7) that the Interallied Commissions sent into the zones of occupation 

should choose their own presidents, without it being necessary for 
them to be of the same nationality as the Commanding Officers in 
the corresponding zones of occupation. 
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2. (The examination of this draft note ivas adjourned to the fol’o'wing ses- 

sion}. 

Draft note to 
the Serb^Croat^ 

Slovene Govern- 
rmnt 

3. M. Berthelot said that a telegram had just been received from the 

^ Interallied Mission at Budapest 'see Appendix B, 5^ stating that 

Clerk^s^Mission ^'lission had learned by a private telegram of the sending of 

to Buda{}est George Clerk to Budapest. The Mission asked that it receive 

official confirmation thereof and that Sir George Clerk's Mission 
might be defined. He submitted a draft telegram see Appendix Gj which 
would officially notify the Generals of Sir George Clerk’s arrival and would 
define the Mission \dth which he was entrusted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that in order to make the matter even more 
definite there should be added at the end of the first paragraph a sentence 
specifying that Sir George Clerk represented the Supreme Cotincil in ail 
political questions. 

M. Tittoni said that he had no objection to this draft on the condition 
that it was wxll understood that the Generals were in no way superseded ; it 
should be clear that Sir George Clerk had a special mission and the Generals 
should retain jurisdiction over all military questions. 

M. Berthelot proposed that the following sentence should be added at 
the end of the first paragraph, ‘He will represent the Supreme Council in all 
political questions, the Generals retaining jurisdiction over military ques- 
tions.’^ 

It was decided : 

(1) to approve the draft telegram (see Appendix C) to be sent to the 

Allied Generals at Budapest ; 

(2) to add to the end of the first paragraph of this draft telegram the 

following sentence ; 

‘He will represent the Supreme Council in all political questions, the 

Military Mission retaining jurisdiction over military questions.'*^ 


4 - 

Italian proposd [Not printed] ^ 

to insert certain ^ 

Articles in the 
Treaty of Peace 
with Hungary 

1 Not printed. The contents of this brief telegram, dated October 17, 1919, were as 
stated by M. Berthelot. In particular, it requested the Supreme Council ‘to clearly specify 
just what shall be the respective attributions of the Commission on one hand, and of 
Sir George Clerk on the other*. 

2 This sentence, with drafting amendment, was incorporated in the text of appendix G 
(q.v.) annexed in the original. 

3 With reference to its decision of October ii, 1919 (see Vol. I, No. 7a, minute 7}, the 
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5- (The Council had before it a note of the Drafting Committee dated 
October 17th, 1919 (see Appendix E).) 

Putting into Fromageot read and commented on the note of the Dra fting 
Force of the Committee. With respect to the eventual convocation of the Coun- 
Geman of the League of Nations the following questions were raised: 

ermany Polk asked if all the Powers which, when they should have 

ratified the Treaty of Peace would be represented in the Council of the League 
of Nations, would have to be represented at the first meeting of the Council. 
President Wilson had made it known that he was prepared to call a meeting 
of the Council for the three Powers which had ratified the Treaty, and he 
wished to know if the other powers had now to designate their representa- 
tives. 

M. Fromageot explained that they did not have to, but that they could 
do so. This obligation would only arise for those Powers after they had rati- 
fied the Treaty. Nothing in the Treaty made the coming into force or the 
ratification thereof a condition precedent to these designations. 

Mr. Polk wished to know if this applied, for instance, to Spain. 

M. Fromageot answered that Spain could designate its representative; 
that it was known, moreover, that she was ready to do so. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to know if the Treaty specified any quorum 
necessary to validate the meetings of the League of Nations. Would the 
absence of one of the members invalidate the Council’s decisions? 

Mr. Polk said that he did not think so. 

M. Tardieu said that there was no such provision in the Treaty. 

Mr. Polk asked if the Drafting Committee could prepare for Monday’s^ 
meeting a draft form of convocation to be sent out by President Wilson to call 
the meeting of the Council. 

M. Fromageot resumed his commentaries on the note of the Drafting 
Committee. 

M. Tardieu explained that the second part of the Drafting Committee’s 
note had to some extent duplicated the work of the Committee on the 
Execution of the Treaty. This latter Committee, pursuant to the instructions 
it had received from the Supreme Council, ^ had drawn up a list of the Com- 
mission [s] to be formed, and had indicated what Powers b^^d designated 
their representatives on these Commissions and what Powers had not yet 
done so. 

M. Clemengeau stated that this latter report should be distributed 
and examined prior to the meeting oT Thursday, October 23d: at this 
time each Power should designate the Commissioners which it had not yet 
named. 

Supreme Council considered a report, dated October i6, 1919, from the Drafting Com- 
mittee (appendix D in original). After a brief discussion the Supreme Council decided, in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Drafting Committee, to insert in the treaty 
of peace with Hungary five draft articles which subsequently became articles 36-40 of the 
Treaty of Trianon. 

+ October 20, 1919. 

^ See Vol. I, No. 74, minute 6. 
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It was decided : that the Drafting Committee shoiald submit to the Supreme 
Councii at its next meeting: 

(1) the draft of a letter by which President Vilson should convoke the 

Councii of the League of Xations for the day of the entry into force 
of the Treaty; 

(2) the draft of a letter from the Supreme Council to each of the Power? 

represented in the Council of the League of Nations inviting them 
to designate forthwith their representatives on this Council, as 
France and Italy had already done. 

6. (The Council had before it two draft protocols prepared by the Drafting 
. Committee concerning, first, the deposit of ratifications of 
ofraiijicadons ^ Treaty of Peace signed between the Allied and Associ- 

ated Powers and Germany, of the Protocols si,gned on the 
same day by the said Powers, and of the arrangement of the same date 
between the United States, Belgium, the British Empire, France and Ger- 
many relative to the occupation of the Rhineland see Appendix F*. ; 
secondly, the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty signed June 23 th, 1919, 
between the principal Allied and Associated Powers and Poland see 
Appendix G).^ 

M. Fromageot pointed out that it was necessary to make a separate 
proces-verbal for each group of ratifications. It had likewise seemed important 
to the Committee that the hour of the signature should appear on the prods- 
verbaux. Indeed that was an important point for the agents who would then 
be on the spot and who should be informed in advance or, at least, by tele- 
gram, of the hour the Treaty would come into force. In these protocols 
Germany for the last time signed in the last place: once this act had been 
accomplished she would sign in her alphabetical order. He drew the Goun- 
ciPs attention to the great importance of hating Gzecho-Slovakia ratify the 
Treaty of Versailles before it should come into force. Czecho-Slovakia would 
be the only non-ratifying country having a common frontier with Germany. 
A situation might thus arise which might create difficulties with respect to 
the operation of the Delimitation Commission provided for by Article 83 of 
the Treaty. 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft proces-verhaux of Deposits of Ratifications pre- 
pared by the Drafting Committee with respect, first, to the deposit of 
ratifications of the Treaty of Peace signed at Versailles June 28 th, 1919 , 
betw-een the Allied and Associated Powers and Germany, as well as of the 
Protocol signed on the same day by the said Powders, and of the Arrange- 
ment of the same date betw^een the United States, Belgium, the British 
Empire, France and Germany, concerning the Rhineland (see Appendix 
F) ; secondly, to the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty signed June 28 th, 
1919 , between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and Poland 
(see Appendix G).^ 

^ Not printed. This protocol was similar, mufatis mutandis ^ to that in appendix F. 
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7- (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation (see 
Appendix H) and a note of the Drafting Committee dated 
iS'pmJu October i6th, 1919 (see Appendix I).) 

and Delimitation M. Fromageot read and commented upon the note of the 
Commissions in Drafting Committee. He explained that the question raised 
the absence of by von Lersner only concerned the Delimitation and Plebis- 
Ameriean Repre- Commissions^ but it was insidious, because the same argu- 
sentatwes ment might apply to far more important Commissions such as 
the Reparation Commission. If Germany might maintain that the Reparation 
Commission could only operate if a given power were represented thereon, 
a very dangerous situation would arise. Consequently the Drafting Com- 
mittee recommended that all Commissions should be considered regularly 
constituted as soon as the Powers which had ratified the Treaty — and which 
consequently would then be obliged to be represented on these Commissions 
— and the Powers which had agreed to send representatives before having 
ratified, should be represented- The latter Powers would be in a situation 
analogous to that of the Powers which were not parties to the Treaty but 
which, nevertheless, were by the Treaty accorded the right of designating 
representatives on different Commissions, such, for instance, as Holland and 
the Scandinavian States. 

Mr. Polk said that he had no objection to make to this solution but he 
wondered if the Germans could raise any. 

M. Fromageot replied that they would have no valid ground for contest- 
ing the vote of a member of a Commission designated by a Power which had 
not yet ratified the Treaty; when once the Treaty had come into force, the 
Commissions were composed of the representatives of the Powers specified 
in the Treaty. The Treaty nowhere provided that the representatives 
on the Commissions should be the representatives of Powers which had 
ratified. 

M. Tittoni inquired if ratification and the right of being represented on 
Commissions should be considered in law as two distinct matters. He wished 
to know if the right of representation existed even in the absence of ratifica- 
tion, or was the foregoing only a provisional solution? 

M. Fromageot replied that the Drafting Committee considered the right 
of representation to be in law independent of ratification : the right of repre- 
sentation existed irrespective of ratification, whereas, on the other hand, the 
duty of being represented arose from ratification. But there was a second 
delicate point: what would happen if the Powers which had not ratified did 
not designate representatives? It seemed to the Drafting Committee that 
even in this case the decisions of the Commissions would be valid; if, in that 
event, the votes should be equal, the vote of the President of the Commission 
would be controlling as provided for in article 437 of the Treaty. 

M. Clemengeau thought that the question had not been raised and 
wondered if the Germans would seek to raise trouble on this point. 

M. Tittoni thought that if M. Fromageot’s argument were legally sound, 
the reply to his question was impliedly contained therein : with regard to the 
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Powers which had ratified, and ^vhich thereby came under the obligation of 
naming representatives on the Commissions, there was no doubt that they 
must send representatives in order to validate the decisions of these Ccmmis- 
sions; on the other hand, if the Powers which merely had the option of 
naming representatives did not make use thereof, that fact would in no wise 
affect the validity of the decisions of the Commissions and the latter could 
operate legally. 

M, Glemexgeau inquired whether Germany should be informed of the 
foregoing point of view’ before she had raised any question with respect 
thereto. 

M. Fromageot saw’ no necessity’ of replying and thought that there was 
nothing to be gained by divulging these arguments. 

M. Tittoxi expressed the desire that M. Fromageot should give the 
Council a confidential report containing the legal development of this argu- 
ment. 

M. Clemexceau thought that this would be a purely academic document, 
but he had no objection to M. Fromageot giving it to M. Tittoni. 

M. Fromageot inquired whether his Committee should reply on the first 
point to M. von Lersner. 

M. Clemexceau said that it should send a note to M. Dutasta. 

M. Dutasta remarked that M. von Lersner made no secret of the fact 
that public opinion in Germany would be greatly disturbed if America w’ere 
not represented on the different Commissions until the Senate had ratified 
the Treaty. 

Mr. Polk doubted whether, under M. Fromageot’s plan, America would 
be represented. 

M. Glemengeau stated that he recalled distinctly that President Wilson, 
after some hesitation, had agreed that the United States would be represented 
on the Reparation Commission. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that this was only unofficial. Prior to ratification 
the United States was not authorized to be officially represented; he very 
much doubted whether, in view of the political situation^ the United States 
would insist as a matter of right on having official representation on these 
Commissions prior to ratification. If Mr. Wilson spoke of American repre- 
sentation on the Reparation Commission he only meant representation after 
ratification. 

M. Glemengeau agreed. 

(It was decided: 

A [sic]. (1) to approve the principles contained in the note of the Drafting 
Committee relative to the question put by Baron von Lersner (see 
Appendix I) ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should send to the Secretary General of 
the Conference a note refuting the argument presented by Baron 
von Lersner in the course of his interview with M. Dutasta.) 
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8. M. Tardieu read the text of a resolution adopted by the Council on 
October 15th (see H. d. 70),® The reply to the first two para- 
Measures to be graphs of this resolution was contained in M. Fromageot’s 
taken iTmnediately remained the last question: what was the value 

^iw^c^nhe means of action placed at the disposal of the Allied and 

‘ Associated Powers by the Treaty of Peace compared with those 
available by virtue of the Armistice? Under the Armistice the 
available means were: 

(1) the occupation of the left bank of the Rhine and the bridgeheads; 

(2) the right of occupying that portion of the neutral zone from north of 
Cologne to the Dutch frontier; 

(3) the occupation of the bridgehead at Kehl (measures to that effect had 
been taken) ; 

(4) resumption of hostilities after forty-eight hours notice; 

(5) the medntenance of the blockade; 

(6) the retention of prisoners of war. 

The coming into force of the Treaty would deprive us of the possibility of 
resuming hostilities; it deprived us of the weapon of blockade in so far as 
general measures were concerned, since the American Government did not 
seem disposed to admit the principle of a pacific blockade; finally, we lost 
the right of occupying the neutral zone to the nortli of Cologne. With the 
Treaty in force, if Germany committed hostile acts, the Covenant of the 
League of Nations would come into play. If, on the other hand, Germany 
limited itself to acts of passive resistance. Articles 12 to 18 of the Covenant 
would come into operation and the Council of the League of Nations would 
take such measures as it deemed fit. Finally, the occupation of the bridge- 
heads gave us another means of action. The Treaty of Peace likewise allowed 
us, which was not true of the Armistice, to disarm Germany and to stop the 
manufactures and the recruiting which she was carrying on at the present 
moment. He added that whatever judgment might be passed on tlie reply 
of the Committee on the Execution of the Treaty, its value was only relative, 
for the period of decision was necessarily a very short one. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to know what the attitude would be with respect 
to the clauses of the Armistice which had not been fulfilled. Could their 
fulfilment be exacted? 

M. Tardieu replied that the Committee on the Execution of the Treaty 
had not considered this question. He, personally, was of the opinion that if 
the Treaty should be put into force without previously demanding the fulfil- 
ment of tliese clauses there would be no ground for such a demand after the 
Treaty’s coming into force. If it were desired that certain clauses should be 
fulfilled by Germany a demand to that effect should be made before the 
Treaty came into force. 

M. Clemenceau inquired what clauses Sir Eyre Crowe had in mind. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that he was thinking of the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces. 
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^I. Tardieu said that if the fulfilment of the Armistice clauses wZaich had 
not been carried out was desiredj the only efiicacious means of action should 
be used, namely, an advance into Germany. 

Sir Eyre Grow^ obser/ed that this would be rather difficult after the 
Treaty had been ratified. 

M. Clemenxeau asked the Drafting Committee to submit at the next 
meeting of the Council a report on this question, hawing especially in mind 
the situation in the Baltic Provinces. 

(It was decided : 

(1) that the Drafting Committee should present to the Supreme Council 

at its next meeting a report as to whether, after the coming into 
force of the Treaty, the Allied and Associated Powers would have 
the right to demand the fulfilment of clauses of tie Armistice which 
had not been executed, in particular, the evacuation of the Baltic 
"" Provinces ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should point out in its report the affirma- 

tive means of action of which the Allied and Associated Covern- 
ments might avail themselves in order to insure the fulfilment of 
these clauses after the coming into force of the Treaty.) 


g. M. Tardieu said that at its meeting of July 28th the Council had approved 


Appointment of 
ike Commission 
for the Execu- 
tion of the 
Treaty after it 
comes into 
force 


a recommendation of the Committee on the Execution of the 
Treaty and had decided to create a Committee to coordinate 
questions relative to the interpretation and the execution of the 
clauses of the Treaty with Germany.'^ Up to the present moment 
the British Empire and Japan had alone designated their repre- 
sentatives on this Committee. It would be well for the United 
States, France and Italy to designate their representatives on 


this Committee. 


M, Tittoni proposed that the Powers should have the right to designate 
an alternate delegate in case their principal delegate should not be able to 


sit. 


(It was decided: 

(1) that the United States, France and Italy should as soon as possible 

designate their representatives on the Committee for the coordina- 
tion of questions concerning the interpretation and execution of the 
clauses of the Treaty with Germany ; 

(2) that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers might designate 

alternate delegates who, if necessary, should replace their delegates 
on this Committee.) 


10. 

Allowances for Alembers printed] 

of the Plebiscite Com- 
missions 

See Vol. I, No. 121, minute i. ^ See No. 5, note 2. 
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II. Marshal Foch stated that the reply of the Gernian Government to the 
last Note of the Allied and Associated Powers relative to the 
^d^TrovfJ^ evacuation of the Baltic Provinces had just reached him, and 
a w rovi would be sent that day to the various delegations. The 

German Government accepted the sending of an Allied General Officer as 
had been proposed in the Note of the Allied and Associated Powers. In view 
of the great importance of hastening in every way the evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces, he recommended that the Council should at once designate this 
General Officer, and he proposed the name of General Mangin. 

(It was decided : 

that General Mangin should be charged by the Allied and Associated 

Powers with the duty, 

(1) of ascertaining from the German Government the measures taken by 

it with a view to regulating the conditions of evacuation, and of 
proposing to that Government the measures which he himself should 
deem proper ; 

(2) of exercising on the spot an effective control over the execution of 

these measures.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hdtel de Crillon^ 

Paris, October i8, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 2 

In accordance with the resolution of October 15,^ Marshal Foch has the honour 
to address the following proposals to the Supreme Council, concerning the 
composition of the Interallied occupation contingent in the territories which, by 
the terms of the Peace Treaty, may or must be occupied by Interallied contingents. 
These proposals were studied : 

For: United States Great Britain France Italy 

By: General Bliss Sir Eyre Crowe M. Laroche Count Vanutelli 

Gen. Sackville-West. Gen, Weygand. Gen. Cavallero. 
The principles of distribution proposed for the Allied contingents are as follows : 
equality of expenses and responsibilities among the Powers, account being 
taken of their totality; 

predominance in each zone of the contingents belonging to the Power which 
insures the Command in that zone, the other Powers being represented by 
a smaller contingent; 

no contingent shall be less than one battalion; consequently in certain zones, 
two powers only will participate in the occupation. 

The table hereto annexed gives the composition of the occupation contingents 
and their distribution among the Allied and Associated Powers. 

It is desirable that, in each zone, the Presidency of the Commission and the 
Command of occupation forces be exercised by personalities belonging to the 
same nation, without making this condition compulsory in every instance. 

® See Vol. I, No. 74, minute 4. 


22 



We have the honour to submit to the Supreme Council the opinion that it 
would be advisable, in order to insure the execution of the Trean* under the most 
favourable circumstances : 

-hst; on one hand, to arrange for the departure of the Commissions and the 
occupation troops, 

on the other hand, to fix the date of the entry into force of the Trear.-, in order 
that the Commissions and occupation troops may reach their destinations at the 
time of the entr^- into force of the Treaty, 

(2nd) to advise the German Government, prior to the date fixed for the entiy* 
into force and of the coinciding with that entry into force and [sic] the arrival cf 


Composition of ike Inter allied Occupation Contingents^' 


Distribution hetieen the 
Allied and Associated 
Poiters 


Strength 


< 


& ! M 

K I w 

? 



Inecessary^^ 

-►v 

w 



in 

Command 

Obsenatiotki 

Upper Silesia . 

i 18 

3 

4 

6 

5 

French 


Teschen . 

I 3 

i 

1 


i 

I 

I 

American 

In case of troubles, the first 
reinforcement battalion to 
be sent to Teschen \rill be 


1 

! 






taken from the British troops 
in Upper Silesia. 

Dantzig 

! 4 

2 

I 

I 


British 


Marienwerder 

1 2 

I 



I 

Italian 


Allenstein 

1 

3 

I 



British 

i 

Memel . 

1 2 

1 

' i 

i : 

I 

1 

1 

1 

i i 

I 

i 

r 

! , 

! 

Undetermined 

No proposal is made on ac- 
count of the special char- 
acter of the exclusively 
military occupation of 
Memel. 

Schleswig 

J _ 

I 

i I ' 

' I 1 

1 1 

British 1 


Total 

7 " 36 

! 

i ^ i 

|IO , 

, 7 

i 

i 

1 


This table is an amended version of an earlier draft, also included in the original of 
this appendix (not printed). The amendment was made in accordance with a brief undated 
memorandum, headed ‘Modification proposed concerning the distribution of the con- 
tingents*, which was annexed to the earlier table. This memorandum stated; ‘The French 
Representatives propose to the American, British, and Italian Representatives that in 
modification of what was decreed on October 16, one French battalion be located in Memel 
in place of the American battalion provided for, this latter to proceed to Upper Silesia to 
replace the French battalion retired.’ Apart from the consequent alteration in the figures 
relating to Upper Silesia and Memel, the present table is identical with the earlier draft. 

” Note in original: ‘The strength of the contingents is indicated in battalions, it being 
luiderstood that the strength of one battalion is to be maintained at from 600 to 800 men. 

^Artillejy — In the zones where artillery is necessary (Upper Silesia, Dantzig) the 
proportion of artillery will be i battery for each infantry regiment. 

^Machine Guns — Shall be included in the organization of the battalions, or shall be 
formed into separate companies according to the army organizations.* 
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the Commissions and the occupation troops in order that the German Government 
be in a position to take all the necessary dispositions, and in particular to fix the 
date for the evacuation of the territories by its own forces. 

Note. The Italian Military Delegate, although having participated in the study 
of the distribution provided for in the present plan, deems it expedient to affirm 
that the Italian Government has authorized the participation of only three 
battalions destined for Upper Silesia. 


Appendix G to No. 2 

Telegram from the Supreme Council to the Interallied Military Mission at 

Budapest 

October 18 , igig. 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers has decided to send 
Sir George Glerk to Budapest as its special representative. Sir George Clerk is 
directed to establish relations with the various Hungarian political parties and 
to inform M. Friedrich of the views of the Supreme Council concerning the 
conditions which must be fulfilled by a Hungarian government capable of 
maintaining order, of instituting elections and of concluding peace with the Allies. 
He will represent the Supreme Council in all political questions, the Interallied 
Military Mission retaining jurisdiction of military questions. 

The special political mission of Sir George Glerk in no wise modifies the general 
mission of a military nature with which the Allied Generals were entrusted by the 
confidence of the Supreme Council. Sir George Clerk will inform the Generals 
of the deliberations taken by the Supreme Council pursuant to their last com- 
munications, and, in particular, their telegrams under date of October I3lh and 
I4th.i2 He will inform them that the Couneil has decided to take all the measures 
necessary to force the Roumanian Government to follow the line of conduct which 
it was requested to adopt. 

Polk, Ammission. 


Appendix E to No. 2 

As the Treaty provides that, without delay, German sovereignty over certain 
territories be transferred either to the League of Nations or to the Principal Allied 
^d Associated Powers, and as certain measures must be taken either by the 
Council of the League of Nations or by the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, It IS necessary that on the day of the entry into force of the Treaty the 
necessary orgamsms be ready to exercise the functions for which the League of 
Nations, or the Principal Alied and Associated Powers, wiU be, from that time, 
responsible. 

I. Concemng the League of Nations, nothing can be regularly done except by the 
GouncU. However, the Council itself cannot exist legally and act regularly until 
after the entry into force of the Treaty. 

“ See No. i, appendix A. 
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In ord«r to ob%*:ate the difriculties vrhich cotild result from that situacicrij me 
following procedure could be used as a base ; 

1st. By the terms of Article 5 of the Convention, the President of the United 
States is to convoke the first meeting of the Council. Nothing in the text opposes 
the convocation before the entry’ into force cf the Treaty or before ratification oy 
the United States. On this latter point, in fact, if, in default of ratihcation oy the 
United States, the President is not ohiiged to make this convocation, it is none the 
less true, in any case, that he has received the authority from the contracting 
Powers to do so. 

The President of the United States, therefore, should be requested, at once, to 
convoke the Council of the League of Nations for the day of the entry into force 
of the Treat}’, that is to say, for the day of the first deposit of the ratifications, in 
adding that the date shall be later specified. 

The convocation should be made for the sa^me place as the dep^'tsiting oi the 
ratifications, that is, in Paris, and should be addressed to each one of the Powers 
represented in the Council, that is, to the five Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, and to Belgium, Brazil, Spain, and Greece. 

2nd. At the present time each one of the said Powers represented cr, me Council 
should be invited by the Supreme Council to designate its representative ''/’ithout 
delay, as has already been done by France and Italy. 

Here also, nothing in the Treaty subordinates these designations to the entiy 
into force or to the preliminary ratifications of the Treaty. 

3rd. To meet as soon as possible, in a non-official meeting in the presence of the 
General Secretaiy^ of the Council, Sir Eric Drum[m]ond, in which should be 
represented the members of the Council of the League of Nations designated by 
the Powers. During this meeting unofficial decisions should be made concerning 
all the measures tending to ensure, as soon as the entry into force of the Treat}', 
the execution of the obligations immediately incumbent upon the League of 
Nations, i.e, : 

(a) Provide for the government and the fixing of the boundaries of the Saar 
Basin, that is, designation of the Commission, and formulating of instructions to 
be given it — designation of the delimitation commission; 

{b) Designation of the High Commissioner to Dantzig, and instructions to be 
given him ; 

(c) Sending, immediately and unofficially, of these agents to their posts, in 
order that they may be ready to take up their duties officially upon the day and 
hour of the entry into force of the Treaty. 

4th. Upon the day and hour fixed for the filing of the ratifications and conse- 
quently, for the entry' into force of the Treaty : Official meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations which, from that time, shall exist legally— legalization of the 
measures taken unofficially — issuance of orders to agents previously sent to their 
posts, to immediately assume their duties. 

On this same day, invitations to adhere to the League of Nations, as has already 
been decided, should be sent to the third Powers enumerated in the Convention. 

2. Concerning the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, from the present moment 
it appertains to the Supreme Council to take, if such has not already been done, 
all measures necessary to ensure the execution of the obligations which are incum- 

^3 i.e. of the Covenant of the League of Nations and, ipso facto, of the Treaty of \"ersailles. 

See Vol. I, No. 74, minute 7. 



bent on it by the entry into force of the Treaty, or at least in the few days following; 
that is, notably: 

{a) Provide for the Government of Memel, Dantzig, and the German Colonies. 

{b) Civil High Commission to the occupied Rhenish countries. 

{c) Plebiscite Commission: Upper Silesia-Eastern Prussia (Allenstein)-Western 
Prussia (Marienwerder)'-Schleswig; 

{d) Delimitation Commissions: Belgium-Gzecho-Slovakia (Ratibor)-Poland' 
Dantzig — ^including the High Commissioner; 

((?) Supervision Commissions: military, naval and aeronautic; 

[jf) Commission on the demolition of Heligoland ; 

(^) Prisoners of War Commission; 

{h) Reparations Commission; 

(2) River Commissions: Rhine, Danube, Elbe, and Oder; 

(j) List of those accused of crimes and misdemeanours against the rights of 
people. 

[k) Where necessary, the sending, immediately and unofficially, of these agents 
to their posts, in order that they may be ready to take up their duties officially 
upon the day and hour of the entry into force of the Treaty. 

For the Drafting Committee, 
Henri Fromageot 
October 17, 1919. 


Appendix F to No. 2 
Proces-Verhal 

of the deposit of ratifications of the Peace Treaty signed at Versailles, June 28, 
1919, between the United States of America, the British Empire, France, Italy, 
and Japan, Principal Allied and Associated Powers, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Cuba, Ecuador, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Hedjaz, Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua, 
Panama, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Roumania, Serb-Croat-Slovene State, Siam, 
Czecho-Slovak State, and Uruguay, on the one hand, and Germany on the other; 
as well as of the following acts: the Protocol, signed the same day by the said 
Powers, the Arrangement of the same date by the United States of America, 
Belgium, the British Empire, France and Germany concerning the occupation of 
Rhenish territories. 

In execution of the final clauses of the Peace Treaty signed at Versailles, on 
June 28, 1919, the undersigned assembled at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, in 
Paris, to proceed with the deposit of the ratifications and to deliver them to the 
French Republic. 

The instruments of the ratifications or notifications of their sending by three of 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, i.e. : 

of the British Empire, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrangement; 

of France, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrangement; 

of Italy, for the Peace Treaty and the Protocol; 

and of the Allied and Associated Powers, following, i.e. : 

of Belgium, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrangement; 

of Poland, for the Peace Treaty and the Protocol; 

of Siam, for the Peace Treaty and the Protocol (the Instrument to be delivered later) 
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as well as of Germany, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrangement, 
were produced and having been, after examination, found to be in good and due 
form, are confided lo the Government of the French Republic, to remain deposited 
in its archives. 

In accordance with the provisions of the final clauses above cited, the French 
Government will notify the contracting Powers of the depositing of the instruments 
of subsequent ratifications by the States which are signatories of the said Treaty, 
Protocol and Arrangement, and which are not in position at this time to conform 
with this formality. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned have drawn up the present ProcesA^erbal, 
and have affixed their seals thereto. 

Done at Paris, the day of 1919 

at o’clock. 

Signed : Great Britain 
France 
Italy 
Belgium 
Poland 
Siam 

Germany 

Appendix H to No. 2 
Note from the French Delegation 

In the course of a call made on October 13th, by Baron von Lersner to Mr, 
Dutasta, Baron von Lersner called Mr. Dutasta’s attention to the fact that the 
Treaty of Versailles provided for the designation of American Commissioners to 
take part in the Delimitation and Plebiscite Commissions. He intimated that, in 
case the American Commissioners might not be designated before the ratification 
of the Treaty by the United States of America, the Allied and Associated Gov’ern- 
ments should come to an understanding at the present time ^vith the German 
Government with a view to the examination of the consequences which might 
result from this situation and avoid the possibility that the Commissions might be 
unable to be formed within the time specified. 

The questions shall be submitted to the Supreme Council during the next 
session. 

In view of this deliberation, the Secretary General of the Peace Conference has 
requested the Drafting Committee to kindly give their views on the point of law 
(introduced by the President of the German Delegation. 

• 

Appendix I to No. 2 

Note from the Drafting Committee on the question introduced by Baron von Lersner 
regarding the functioning of plebiscite and delimitation commissions pending the appoint^ 

ment of American representatives 

All Commissions to be constituted by the Allied and Associated Powers shall 
be duly composed and shall function regularly with the representatives designated 
by the Powers having ratified the Treaty or who, without having ratified, have 
agreed to proceed with the designation of a representative to the Commission. 
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If all the Powers, whose representation is provided for in the Treaty, have not 
designated their representatives at the time of the entry into force of the Treaty, 
the decisions taken by the Commission shall be none the less valid. And if, in like 
cases, there is an equality of votes, the procedure should be as is provided for in 
Article 437 of the Treaty. 

For the Drafting Committee, 
Henri Fromageot, 
October iG, 19 rg. 


No. 3 


H. D. 73.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, PichorCs Room at the Quai d^Orsqy^ Paris ^ on Monday^ 
October 20^ 1919^ ott 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de Percin. 
Italy: M. Tittoni; secretaries, M. Paterno, Don Ascanio Colonna. 
Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: 

Capt. G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A. : General Bliss, Dr. J. B. Scott, Capt. B. Winthrop. 

British Empire: Gen. Sackville-West, Mr. Groves, Mr. Fuller, Mr. A, 
Leeper, Mr. Malkin. 

France: General Belin, General Le Rond, M. Tirard, Colonel Roye, 
M, Fromageot, M. Escoffier. 

Italy: M. Ricci-Busatti, Gen. Cavallero. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


I. M. Pichon desired to refer to the minutes of the meeting of the Council of 
October 1 6th (See h. d. 7 1 , ^ Minute i ) , and read the follow- 
'4 “f question of Mr. Polk (English Text, page 5) 

Mr. Polk said that he hoped that the matter could be 
cleared up. He wished to ask whether the rifles were to 
be delivered to the Hungarian police at the present time and whether the 
Roumanian forces were to withdraw at the present time, whatever the 
Government in Hungary might be. 

‘M. Pichon replied in the affirmative.’ 

He stated that he wished to make his position clear in this respect. He meant 
that he agreed that the rifles in question were to be delivered to the Hungarian 
gendarmerie at the present time, but with reference to the withdrawal of the 
Roumanians he felt that this matter should wait upon the receipt of a reply 
to the Gouncil’s note to the Roumanian Government and upon the report 

' No. I. - 2 p. 3. 


28 



) be made by Sir George Clerk. He felt that this 'vvas the sense of the vmole 
iscussion. 

Mr. Polk, said that he understood that the Council and the Allied Generals 
ad already directed the Roumanians to wnthdra'A' and that, therefore, there 
-as no reason to have their withdratval wait upon the receipt of a reply to 
le Councirs note to the Roumanian Government, or upon a report from 
ir George Clerk. 

M. PiCHOx said that he only wanted to make his own opinion clear. 

Mr. Polk desired to ascertain the Council's opinion. The Allied Generals 
Lad directed the Roumanians to withdraw and they had been supported in 
his action by the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe obseiwed that a demand for withdrawal was contained 
n the note sent to the Roumanian Government and that the Council were 
.waiting an answer thereto. 

M. PiGHON replied that this ".‘/as so, but thought that it teas important to 
eceive the reply of the Roumanian Government in order to know what ii 
vould be most practical to do, 

Mr. Polk pointed out that the Roumanians had been directed tci 
iraw' prior to the sending of the note. He read from the minutes of the meei- 
ng the question asked by him, above referred to, and explained that what 
le meant was that it w^as the duty of the Roumanians to withdraw at once 
without waiting for any conference with Sir George Clerk. 


2, (The Council had before it a draft communication of the Supreme Council 
^ , to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government relative to the signa- 

the Serb~Croat~ Peace wnth Austria (see Appendix A; .J 

Slovene Government Mr. Polk Stated that he wished to read the draft note to 
relative to the the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government in order to satisfy him- 
signature of Peace questions of form only, and that he w^ould communi- 

with Austria conclusions thereupon to Sir Eyre Grow^e later in 

the day. 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft communication from the Supreme Council to the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Government relative to the signature of peace with 
Austria (see Appendix A), subject to the reservation that Mr. Polk w'ould 
examine this draft further with reference to questions of form and would 
communicate his conclusions to Sir Eyre Cro'we. 


Sir Eyre Crow’E said that it had been reported to him that as a result of 
the situation at Riga the Allied Naval Armistice Commis- 
sion had decided temporarily to stop the movement of all 
German ships in the Baltic. Formerly it was necessary to 
obtain the Commission’s permission for German -ships to 
navigate but the Commission now proposed to suspend the 
granting of all such permissions. He wished to know if the 
. Supreme Council agreed to this action. 


Action of Allied 
Naval Armistice 
Commission resulting 
from the situation at 
Riga 
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M. PiGHON said that the Council would take note of it. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether this would apply to all German ships in the 
Baltic regardless of where they might be. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that this was the case, the reason being that if 
ships were allowed to go out of the harbours where they now were there was 
no telling what their destination might be. 

Mr. Polk felt that if the Armistice Commission had taken such action it 
was quite all right. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that a British ship had been fired on by the Ger- 
mans and twice hit. 

(The council noted with approval the action of the Allied Naval Armistice 
Commission.) 

4. (The Council had before it a report from the Supreme War Council 
relative to supplies to be furnished the Polish Army (see 
Report from the Appendix B).) 

Supreme War Cornell Belin Stated that the Council had agreed on 

given to Polish Army ^^le points embraced m this report, with the reservation 
by the American Representative to the ejffect that his 
Government could at the present moment not participate in any way in 
furnishing supplies to Poland. 

M. Tittoni observed that a Polish Committee for the purchase of war 
material had been in contact with his Government and he hoped that the 
participation by Italy in the furnishing of supplies recommended under the 
terms of the War CounciPs report would not interrupt the activities of this 
Polish Purchasing Committee in Italy. 

General Belin observed that the same situation existed in France. General 
Le Rond called attention to the deficiency which would exist even if the 
recommendations contained in the report of the Supreme War Council were 
fully carried out. Marshal Foch had made it clear that 600,000 sets of warm 
clothing were urgently necessary for the Polish army.^ The Marshal had 
shown that it was a political as well as a military necessity to furnish this 
clothing immediately to the Polish army but it now appeared that only 
200,000 sets of warm clothing could possibly be sent to the Polish army; 
likewise, it was evident that no Power could supply sufficient rolling stock to 
Poland in accordance with the recommendations of the report. Anything 
that any Power might be able to do over'and above the contribution allotted 
to it by this report would be of the greatest possible benefit. The gravest 
problem necessarily was that of clothing; if the Polish army did not receive 
partially adequate clothing before the setting in of a rigorous winter it was 
extremely liable to become imbued with the dangerous revolutionary doc- 
trines by which they were surrounded. 

Mr. Polk desired to ask the officers present if they thought that an army 
of the present size was a necessity to Poland. 

3 See Vol. I, No. 69, appendix G. 
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General Le Rond agreed with Mr. Polk’s underhdng idea that the Polish 
army should be reduced to such a size as would be consistent with military 
necessity, but a question of fact w^as presented in that the Polish Government 
was obliged to clothe even those men who were now under arms and who 
might later be demobilized. 

M. Tittoni felt that a reduction in the size of the Polish army was inevit- 
able. He recalled that when M. Paderew’ski was last heard before the Council 
he had made it very clear that it w’ould be impossible for Poland to continue 
to pay an army of that size."^ The Council felt that no Power or Powers could 
undertake the financial burden necessary' for the maintenance of the Polish 
army, and the examination of the question had been postponed. His 
immediate concern, however, was not Bolshevism, for he felt that this was 
rapidly tending to become less dangerous. 

General Le Rond thought that it %vas somewhat premature to dismiss 
the question of the danger of Bolshevism thus lightlyv 

M. Tittoni reiterated that the size of the Polish army musi be reduced as 
there was no way of paying it. 

Mr. Polk called attention to the fact that according to a prior report on 
this question 100,000 new men were being called to the colours in Xovember 
and 75,000 additional men would be called up in January' and March. 

General Le Rond inquired whether the number of men demobilized was 
also shown in this report. It was a fact that the Poles had released a con- 
siderable number of the older classes. 

M. PiGHON pointed out that in a recent debate in the Polish Diet the 
Minister of War had promised that a substantial number of men would 
shortly be demobilized: this, however, was dependent upon the situation in 
Russia, and according to latest advices, the end of the Soviet regime could 
hardly be predicted as likely to occur prior to the month of March. It would 
be highly imprudent therefore to cease taking serious precautions. Certainly 
every effort must be made to clothe the Polish army at once. 

Mr. Polk said there was no doubt of that. 

General Belin pointed out that the report of the Supreme War Council 
had taken account of the fact that an additional effort relative to the supply 
of the Polish army might have to be made; it was for this reason that the 
report had specified that the general basis of its recommendations was a 
momentary one. 

Sir Eyre Crowe desired to point out that if the British were to be asked 
to make a further effort with respect to supplying the Polish army it should 
be remembered what had already been done by them; for instance, the 
British practically alone had undertaken the complete supply of the forces 
in southern Russia. 

It was decided: to accept the report submitted by the Supreme Wax 
Council relative to aid to be given to the FoUsb army and to transmit this 
report to Marshal Foch for execution. 


^ See Vol. I, No. 58, minute i. 
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5- (The Council had before it a draft proclamation of the Inter-Allied Rhine- 
land High Commission. (See Appendix G).) 

Proclamatton of the TiRARD explained that this proclamation would be 

^H^k^omm^im published on the day the Treaty entered into force. He 
pointed out that in the first and second paragraphs of this 
proclamation mention was made only of the Allied Powers; if the United 
States should decide to designate a representative on this Commission the 
words ‘and Associated’ could be added to the words ‘the Allied Powers’ at 
the last moment. 

Mr. Polk said that the point could not be answered on that day. He 
would immediately transmit the draft of this document to his Government 
for its approval. 

(It was decided: 

to adopt the draft proclamation of the Intcr-AIlied Rhineland High 
Commission, wth the reservations that Mr. Polk would submit this docu- 
ment to his Government for approval, and that in case the United States 
Government should communicate a decision to designate a representative 
on the Inter-Allied Rhineland High Commission, the words ‘and Associ- 
ated’ should be added in the first and second paragraphs to the words 
‘The Allied Powers’.) 


6, (The Council had before it a draft form of letter to be signed by the Presi- 
dent of the United States calling the first meeting of the 
Sunmicmng oftf^ Goundl of the League of Nations (see Appendix D), a draft 
th^Councir^^he President of the Conference to the Spanish 

League of Nations Ambassador at Paris (see Appendix E),^ and a draft letter 
from the President of the Conference to the chief delegate of 
the United States of America, the British Empire, Japan, Belgium, Brazil 
and Greece. (See Appendix F).^) 

M. Fromageot read and commented on these three draft letters and 
pointed out that it was most important to have the first meeting of the 
Council of the League of Nations take place at the very hour when the 
Treaty came into effect and in the same place. Taking up the question of the 
Sarre territory, as an example, he showed that there was no obligation under 
the Treaty to appoint a Sarre Commission within any given time, but that 
if this were not done this district would be without any Government what- 

^ Not printed. The letter in appendix F was drafted in accordance with the recom- 
mendations contained in the first part of the Drafting Committee’s report of October 1 7, 
1919 (see No. 2, appendix E) and with the second resolution of the Supreme Council 
recorded in No. 2, minute 5 ; it explained the proposed procedure and requested the Powers 
in question to designate their delegates to the Council of the League of Nations; the presence 
of these delegates in Paris as soon as practicable was stated to be desirable in connexion with 
the holding of an unofficial meeting of the Council of the League of Nations to prepare for 
its first official meeting at the time of the deposit of the ratifications of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles. The draft letter in appendix E to the Spanish Ambassador at Paris was an adapta- 
tfoB of the draft in appendix F. 
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soever, inasmuch as all German authority ceased the moment the Treats’ 
came into force. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that the same thing applied to Dantzig. 

M. Fromaoeot said that this was not quite so in form, although substanti- 
ally it was so. 

Mr. Polk stated that he had already cabled the draft of the convocation 
of the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations to Washington. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed to the necessitv' of ha\'ing the first meeting take 
place at the moment the Treaty came into effect, but he was not so con\inced 
of the necessity of having the first meeting in Paris. The essential machinery’ 
actually existed and was in London. 

M. Tittoni stated that he had j’ost received from the Secretary’ General 
at London the agenda for the first meeting of the Council of the League of 
Nations. There were two alternative agenda possible: if the United States 
were not represented at the first meeting of the Council of the League of 
Nations this meeting should take place in Paris and could only concern itself 
with the nomination of members of the Commission of Delimitation of the 
Sarre Territory; whereas, if the United States should be represented at this 
meeting it should take place in London and the agenda would then com- 
prise numero’os questions which would necessitate protracted action. 

M. PicHOx pointed out that the agenda received by M. Tittoni could only 
be a draft. The question of the place where the first meeting of the Cotmcil 
of the League of Nations should take place could only be decided here by’ 
the Supreme Council because Sir Eric Drummond could not act officially as 
General Secretary of the League of Nations before the Treaty came into 
force. Up to the present time all official meetings with reference to the 
organization of the League of Nations had taken place in Paris. M. Clemen- 
ceau and Colonel House had agreed that the first meeting should be in Paris.® 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he was not aware of any such agreement. 

M. Fromageot pointed out that it would be most unfortunate to have 
nothing but the question of the Sarre Delimitation Commission on the agenda 
of the first meeting. 

M. PiCHON said that President Wilson had agreed to call the first meeting 
of the Council of the League of Nations at Paris. 

Mr. Polk said that he was not objecting, but that he had never know'n 
that there was such an agreement. He thought, in fact, that it was better to 
have the first meeting here in Paris, but that he was quite unaware that there 
had been an agreement to that effect. He could recall nothing further than 
that at a meeting between MM. Clemenceau, Lloyd George, Tittoni and the 
Japanese Ambassador the matter had been discussed. He had never seen 
the letter in question from Colonel House to M. Clemenceau, except insofar 

® Certain coirespondence of September 1919 betvv'een M. Clemenceau, Colonel House 
and President Wilson, relative to the convocation of the first meetings of the organs of the 
League of Nations, is printed by G. Seymour: The Intimate Papers of Colonel House (London 
192&-8), vol. iv, pp. 506-8. Cf. also Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States 
IQZO (Washington, 1935) vol. i, pp. 6-7. 
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as he had seen press reports thereof, and he did not think that President 
Wilson was committed by this letter. 

M. PiGHON remarked that if Mr. Polk had already cabled to Washington, 
there was nothing to do but to await a reply. 

It was decided: 

(1) to adopt the draft form of letter, to be signed by President Wilson, 

convoking the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations ; 

(2) to adjourn the consideration of the question of an unofficial meeting 

of the Council of the League of Nations. 


7. Mr. Polk summarized a letter from the Commanding General of the 
American Forces in Germany recommending that the 
cost of transportation to and maintenance in the United 
States of German subjects convicted of serious offences, 
entailing a sentence of confinement of five years or more, 
against members of the American Forces or against the 
property or authority of the American Forces in Germany, 
be deemed a proper charge against the German Govern- 
ment as an item in the cost of maintenance of troops of 
occupation. 


Cost of Transportation 
to and maintenance in 
the United States of 
German subjects con- 
victed of serious offences 
against members of the 
American Forces or 
against the property or 
authority of American 
Forces in Germany 


It was decided : 

to refer this question to the Drafting Committee. 


8. (The Council had before it a report from the Drafting Committee relative 
to the enforcement of unfulfilled armistice clauses after 
R&port of the Drafting entrance into force of the Treaty and to affirmative 

mforcemmtofimftdfilkd “^ans of acdon available to the Allied and Assoaated 
Armistice Clauses after Powers (see Appendix G).) 

the entrance into force of M. Fromageot read and commented upon this report. 

the Treaty, and to aj^- Mr. Polk asked whether a pacific blockade could be 

motive ^ans qf Mtton imposed by any other body than the League of Nations. 
available to the Allied irT-, 

and Associaud Powers Fromageot said that the Covenant does prowde 

means of pressure but his Committee was considering 
the question independently of the provisions with respect to the League of 
Nations and rather from the point of view of action to be taken by the Allied 
and Associated Powers. 

Mr. Polk queried whether economic pressure could not be exerted by the 
Reparation Commission. What he chiefly desired to ascertain was what was 
the quickest means of bringing pressure to bear on Germany. 

M. Fromageot said that apart from a blockade there could be effective 
interdiction of commerce as well as financial measures. Furthermore there 
were additional means of bringing pressure to bear, for instance, it might be 
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provided that German goods and German freights should be subjected to a 
severe surtax which could go towards the pa^’ment of Germany's debt for 
reparations. He added that if certain Powers had objections to a pacific 
blockade these objections could oidy be valid in so far as they emanated from 
Powers that had ratified the Treaty. Powers who had not ratified could 
declare a blockade and could take measures amounting to interdiction of 
commerce while requesting that the Powers which had ratified the Treaty 
should coordinate with them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that Mr. Polk’s question w’as not as to what 
measures might be taken but as to w’ho might take them, 

Fromageot replied that the principal Allied and Associated Powers 
could do so. He added that an additional means of exerting pressure w as 
the occupation of German territoiy, for which there were clear precedents, 
for instance, the occupation of the Duchy of Schleswig and of !MityIene.'^ 
Finally there remained the possibility of retaining prisoners until the Ger- 
mans should fulfil all of their obligations arising out of the armistice. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that there were a good many practical questions 
remaining to be settled. Certainly the various Commissions charged with 
the supertision of the execution of the terms of the Armistice should report 
on the terms of the Armistice which still remained unfulfilled and submit 
these reports to the Council. He said that he knew offhand several unfulfilled 
clauses, for instance, the naval clauses. 

M. Berthelot suggested that each Committee charged with the super- 
\ision of execution of the armistice clauses should be asked to report within 
four days on any unfulfilled clauses coming within their jurisdiction. 

It -was decided : 

(1) that Marshal Foch and the competent Commissions (The Allied 

Armistice Commission at Cologne, the Allied Naval Armistice Com- 
mission at London, the Financial Commission) should report to the 
Council within four days all clauses of the Armistice still remaining 
unfulfilled; 

(2) that Sir Crowe should take the necessary measures to secure this 

report from the Allied Naval Armistice Commission. 


9 * 

Alonthly Allou'ances to [Not printed] 

be assigned to General 

Officers y Members of 

Inter-Allied Commissions 

of Control in Germany^ 

who are Chairmen neither 

of Commissions nor Sub- 

Commissions 

^ In I go I a French fleet was ordered to seize the island of Mitylene as an act of reprisal 
against Turkey. 
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10 . 


[Not printed]® 


Protest oj the Greek 
Delegation against the 
Decision taken by the 
British Command to 
transport to Constantin 
nople Turkish heavy 
artillery and munitions 
left in the Greek Zone of 
Occupation in Asia 
Minor 

II. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation on the 
repatriation of troops from Siberia (see Appendix J).^ The 
from^Sib^'ia^^ of the note was stated to the Council.) 

Mr. Polk asked if it was settled as to who should pay the 
expenses of repatriation. 

M. Tittoni observed that that was a different question; the only thing 
now to be decided was the order in which the troops were to be repatriated. 

* The Supreme Council considered this protest from the Greek Delegation^ dated 
October 14, 1919 (appendix I in original). ‘M. Berthelol in commenting on the Greek 
protest, pointed out that the Greeks had no right to the material in question; they had only 
obtained the same by virtue of the decision of the Supreme Council which allowed them 
to occupy the Smyrna district to maintain order there. On the other hand, as the Turks 
were being disarmed, they should not have this material either. It belonged to the repara- 
tion fund. He thought it might be best to approve the decision of the British Command, 
with the understanding that this material should be received and held in the name of the 
Allied Powers,’ The Supreme Council thereupon decided in this sense. 

’ Not printed. This note, dated October 18, 1919, stated that according to advices from 
the French General Janin in Siberia to the French Ministry of War the strength of the 
troops to be repatriated from Siberia was: Czechoslovaks, 54,000; Poles, 12,000; Rouma- 
nians 2,700; Letts in Krasnoyarsk, 800; Letts in Vladivostok, 1,000; Serbo-Croats : (a) 
‘Serbian regiments’, 1,400; (6) ‘Jugoslav regiments’, 1,600; (c) in Vladivostok 1,000. 
‘Furthermore, the important transportation of families must be considered. For the Polish 
division, in particular, there are about 2,500 persons.’ The French note represented that 
it was indispensable that the Supreme Council should ‘determine a logical and impartial 
plan of evacuation which would have to be rigorously carried out’, and stated that General 
Janin had established a plan ‘based on the services rendered by the different contingents 
and on their state of morale’. It was observed that any other procedure might entail serious 
consequences, occasioning rival claims and disorders, and moreover that a methodical 
evacuation was necessary ‘in order to permit the Russians to organize the relief of the 
foreign contingents on the Trans-Siberian. The weak resources of Admiral Kolchak in 
men, the inefficiency of the railroads, would, in fact, prevent the Siberian Government from 
coping with any unforeseen situation.’ The note therefore submitted to the Supreme 
Council General Janin’s plan for evacuation according to the following priorities: (i) 
Czechoslovaks; (ii) Poles; (iii) Roumanians; (iv) Letts-delachment of Krasnoyarsk; 
(v) Serbo-Croats-‘Serbian regiments of Krasnoyarsk and then the so-called Jugoslav 
regiments of Krasnoyarsk’ ; (note in original: ‘With the exception of a few invalids, the 
Serbians of Vladivostok, as well as several other detachments of the same origin scattered 
throughout Siberia, do not deserve to be removed before the prisoners. They are deserters 
and elements unworthy of interest’) ; (vi) Letts of Vladivostok. 
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Mr. Polk thought he had no objection as to the order in which the troops 
were to be repatriated, but he did not wish the q,ue5tion to be decided on that 
day. He recalled that he had heard that local conditions in Siberia made it 
inadvisable, for instance, to repatriate all the Czecho-SIovak troops first. 

M. Berthelot \\ished to add, for the information of the Council, that it 
was understood that the French would bear the expenses of repatriaricn 
arising in Siberia, and that the British would bear the expense of sea trans- 
portation; afterwards a division of expenses would be made. He added that 
after considerable discussion M. Benes had promised him that the Czecho- 
slovak Government would pay at least half of the expenses of the repatria- 
tion of the Czecho-SIovak troops, and, if possible, would do even better. 
There remained still unsettled the question of whether the United States 
would pay a part of the expenses. 

Mr. Polk said that the difficulty^ no%v was that his Government was pre- 
pared to pay a lump sum, but there vras a question whether France and 
England could contribute. 

(It was decided: to adjourn the discussion and decision of this question.) 

The meeting then adjourned) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris^ October 20, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 3 

ijth October rgig. 

The Supreme Council of the Peace Conference have the honour to address to 
the Royal Government of the Sei'b-Croat-Slovene State an urgent reminder that 
the Royal Government have not yet signed and adhered to the Treaty of Peace 
with the Republic of Austria concluded at St. Germain-en-Laye on the loth 
September last, together with the Treaty between the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers on the one part and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State on the other 
which was signed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the same date. 

The Supreme Council, anxious to accord to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State every 
opportunity for consideration of the many important questions at present before 
them, have hitherto refrained from^ addressing to the Royal Government any 
demand which might be felt to embarrass their position. The Supreme Council, 
however, cannot accord an indefinite delay to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
for the decision which must be taken as to whether these tw'^o Treaties already 
signed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers shall also be signed by the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Government. The Supreme Council have always been 
animated by the warmest feelings of friendship for and sympathy with the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State which they have been proud to consider a full ally and 
associate alike in the work of the Peace Conference and in the organisation and 
future activities of the League of Nations. It is therefore the more surprising to 
the Supreme GouncH that the Serb-Croat-Slovene State has hitherto refrained 
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fi'om adhering to the Treaty of Peace with Austria in which fullest and most 
sympathetic account has been taken of the aspirations and needs of the Yugo-Slav 
people. It is true that the difficulty made by the Royal Serb-Groat-Slovene 
Government to the signature of the Treaty was based on the fact that an integral 
part of the Treaty was Article 51. This Article expanded into the Treaty between 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and the Serb-Groat-Slovene State 
engages the Serb-Groat-Slovene State in the same way as all other Powers con- 
cerned or involved to the solemn acceptance of certain provisions for the protection 
of minorities and freedom of transit in conformity with the essential principles and 
under the high control of the League of Nations to which the Serb-Groat-Slovene 
State has already adhered. 

The Supreme Gouncil, however, are loath to believe that the Royal Serb-Groat- 
Slovene Government intend to persist in objections which could only be regarded 
as expressing intentions and foreshadowing a policy totally contrary to that on the 
basis of which the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have accorded to the 
Yugo-Slav people as a whole their warm sympathy and support in their efforts 
towards the constitution and full international recognition of the Serb-Groat- 
Slovene Kingdom. 

Such a complete contradiction of the fundamental principles of the League of 
Nations it would be impossible for the Supreme Gouncil to approve or to tolerate. 
The Supreme Gouncil, however, are certain that the Allied Serb-Groat-Slovene 
Government can have no intention of persisting in such a point of view. 

The Supreme Gouncil, therefore, wish to remind the Royal Serb-Groat-Slovene 
Government that it is impossible any further to prolong the delay to full acceptance 
of the Treaty. 

Gonfident in a friendly feeling and good intentions of the Allied Serb-Groat- 
Slovene nation, the Supreme Gouncil venture to express the hope that the Royal 
Government will be good enough to notify them forthwith that the Serb-Groat- 
Slovene State engages to sign the two Treaties without reservation. Failing receipt 
of this promise the Supreme Gouncil will be forced to conclude that the Royal 
Serb-Groat-Slovene Government have decided to abandon the alliance and pursue 
an independent policy, hostile to the Peace Gonference and the League of Nations, 
The Supreme Gouncil feel that there is no need to dwell on the serious situation 
in which the Serb-Groat-Slovene State would thereby be placed, forced without 
any co-operation and support from the Powers comprising the League of Nations, 
to pursue an entirely isolated policy without any international recognition of its 
new territorial frontiers and political status. 

At a moment when similar stipulations have already been accepted in treaty 
form by other states concerned, the Supreme Gouncil are unwilling to believe 
that the Royal Government of the Serb-Groat-Slovene State have the intention 
of pursuing a policy at variance with all the principles on the basis of which the 
Peace Conference have supported the constitution of the Serb-Groat-Slovene 
State. Convinced that the Royal Government, conscious of the Serb-Groat- 
Slovene people’s wholehearted desire to co-operate with their Allies, will not fail 
to take into account these serious considerations, the Supreme Gouncil have the 
honour to ask from the Royal Government a positive and explicit reply within 
fifteen days from the present date. 
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Appendix B to Xo. 3 

Report on Furnishing Material to the Polish Jrr^‘ 

Superior War Council 

Military’ Representatives. i-ersailles, Oef, ij, 

By a resolution under dare of October 2, 1919; the Supreme Council decided: 

ist — to submit the demands for materia!, received from the Polish Minism’ of 
War, and approved by Marshal Foch, for examination by the military' representa- 
tives of the Superior War Council at \>rsailles; 

2nd — to invite the miiitar>' representatives at \’ersailles to examine the question, 
and to present a report thereon as soon as possible. 

It has been further decided that the execution of the measures recommended 
by the military representatives at \"ersaiiies, after approval by the Supreme 
Council, shall be confided to the Staff of Marshal Foch. 

The Military Representatives ccncidenng : 

1st — that Poland has been, from the beginning of the v/ar, the theatre of active 
operations; and that from this fact, she has been deprived of a great part of 
existence necessities; foodstuffs, clothing, railroad material and factories, and that 
it appears that she has nothing in reseiv^e at the present time; 

2nd — that by utilizing all her resources, Poland was able to organize and keep 
up, with the aid of the allies, an army of 500,000 men, 'which forced the Russian 
Red Armies into a rapid and extensive retreat; 

3rd — that the Polish army appears at the present time to be in complete 
destitution from every point of view (a great number of the men being clothed in 
denim (toile); linen, mantles, and blankets are completely lacking); that this 
destitution has already had a depressing influence on the health and morale of the 
troops, and that it might develop much more serious repercussions during the 
first cold weather in those regions W’here winter is early and terribly severe; 

4th — that, by considering only the requests of the Polish Government touching 
their needs of immediate urgence^ the Polish army in order to continue its existence, 
should receive : 

about 600,000 outfits, particularly warm clothing and overcoats, one-half 
immediately and the other half before the middle of December; 

infantry and machine-gun ammunition, shells and caissons; 

100 locomotives and 1,500 cars for special army service; 

5th — that the assistance of the Allied and Associated Powers concerning furnish- 
ing of material to Poland was favourably considered by the Supreme Council on 
June 27th 1919; 

* esteem : 

1st — that, as they had already recommended in their report of July 1 1, 1919,“ 
relative to the material to be furnished to Poland, it would be advisable that the 
Allied and Associated Powers adopt : 'all measures necessary^ to hasten, the sending 
to Poland of the material asked for in the numerous requests of the Polish army\ 

2nd — that it would be w^ell, as a consequence, to confide to Marshal Foch the 
mission: 

{a) of arranging with the Allied Staffs, the participation of each one of the 
Allied and Associated Powders in the furnishing of material to the Polish 

^0 See Vol. I, No. 69, minute 2. ” See Vol. I, No. ii, appendix F. 
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army, according to the general basis temporarily established by the 
Annex I hereto attached; 

arrange for the transportation and delivery of this material to Poland^ 
by utilizing in so far as possible : 

5 Italian and Austrian lines, the Swiss and Austrian lines and the Czecho- 
slovakia [n] roads; 

by sea route, with debarkation at Dantzig as soon as debarkation shall 
^ave become possible, and if sea transportation presents greater advantage 
:han railroad transportation. 

lilitary Representatives wish to respectfully call the attention of the 
Council to the great urgency there is to take a decision in this matter, in 
t the Polish army may receive warm clothing before the commencement 

accordance with the terms of a letter to his Colleagues, date of October 
and attached hereto, as Annex II, the American Military Representative 
general reservation concerning the entire participation possible of the 
.ates, now or later, in the furnishing of supplies of every kind destined 
lish army. 

N Sagkville-West Cavallero Bliss 

Mil. British Mil, Italian Mil. American Mil. 

esentative Representative Representative Representative 

Annex No, I 

2ture of the supplies which can he disposed of at the present time by 
the Allied and Associated Powers^ for the provisioning of Poland 

at Britain. 10,000 rifles, 1,400 machine guns, 18 million cartridges, 
y. 500,000 flannel vest belts, 500,000 pairs of woollen gloves, several 
lundred thousand- 75 mm. shells, 10,000 shells of 155 mm. 

\ted States. Has no material available, at the present time, for the 
iro visioning of Poland - 

nee. Important number of complete outfits and several hundreds of 
tiousands of metres of German cloth available from the stocks recently 
eded the French Government by the United States. Miscellaneous 
inter effects to be deducted from the war supplies. 

Annex No. II 


Var Council 

a Section Versailles, October /^, 1919- 

American Military Representative 
-ench, British, and Italian Military Representatives. 

j to the minutes of the Session of the Military Representatives held in 
)n October iaflth [jzV], during which the Military Representatives 
darshal Foch’s recommendation relative to the furnishing of material 
h army, I have the honour to communicate the following to you, 

Dcr 7th, I telegraphed, to the Minister of War and to the Chief of Staff, 
lendation submitted by Marshal Foch to Mr. Glemenceau in a letter 
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dated September 29th. concermng the shipping of supplies of ail kinds to the P-ciisb 
army.^ In the same telegram I informed the Washington Gc vernment cf the 
extent of the needs of the Polish army, extent submitted by the Polish ^Minister of 
^Var and approved by Marshal Foch. In the telegram I posed the follovdng 
questions : 

1st. Will the United States participate in the furnishing of lunds or materia], 
or both, destined for the Polish army? 

2nd. If the Government of the United States decides to participate, vdli h 
determine its own contribution or 'vrili it agree to iumish the same contribu- 
tion as each one of the other Principal Allied and Associated Powers which 
would also participate? 

In reply to this telegram, the “War Department at 'Washington directed me to 
communicate the following decision to my Colleagues : 

I St. The Government of the United States has no authority, under the present 
legislation, to take part in the aid proposed, even by furnishing supplementary 
assistance : 

2nd. The supplementary supplies of the United States in Europe have been 
extensively drawn from, and new sales to Poland on credit, outside of the supple- 
mentary supplies in the United States, cannot be approved; 

3rd. As an act of Congress in the United States should precede all definite 
action, the Government and the War Department are not disposed to recommend 
such a measure, considering their present views on the interests of the United 
States. 

Tasker H. Bliss 

General, American Arm\‘, 
American Military’ Representative. 


Appendix G to No. 3 

Proclamation of the Interallied High Commission to the Rhineland 

In execution of the Peace Treaty, the Interallied High Commission of the 
Rhineland assumes, from this date, the supreme representation of the Allied 
Governments in occupied territoiy’. 

Guided by the instructions of the Allied Governments, the Commission desires 
to make as light as possible, for the Rhenish population, the burden of occupation, 
under the single condition that the German Government fulfills its duties con- 
cerning the reparations due to the victims of the war. 

The High Commission guarantees to the Rhenish populations the full execution, 
both in word and spirit, of the occupation statutes, the especially generous regime 
of which is unprecedented in history. 

The Commission will see, moreover, in accord with the High Command of the 
Allied troops, that no prejudice is introduced concerning the safety of the troops. 
It will suppress, \\ithout needless severity but with firmness, any enterprise against 
the security of these troops, which in 1918 crossed the firontiers under the emotion 
of the spectacle of their devastated homes, the memory of the horror of the treat- 
ment inflicted on their wives, parents and children, and which, by their self control, 
winning the most noble of victories, have, for ten months, furnished the Rhenish 
populations with the benefits of order, assistance from their own supplies, and their 
example of discipline. 
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The High Commission counts upon the collaboration of the German functiona- 
ries and magistrates, in order to assure, by complete harmony in this collaboration, 
a regime of order, labour and peace for the populations of the occupied territory; 
responsible for public order, the burden of which finally falls on the troops of 
occupation, the Commission intends to guarantee justice, the exercise of public 
and private liberty, the development of the legitimate aspirations and the pros- 
perity of the Rhenish populations. 

The High Commission hopes that the contact between the troops of the Allied 
and Associated Nations and the Rhenish population will be, not a cause of friction, 
but a means to establish better acquaintance and to develop a closer relationship 
between labour, order, and the future peace of a better humanity. 


Appendix D to No. 3 
Drafting Committee 

Plan of Convocation of the First Council of the League of Nations in 
accordance with Article j of the Convention 

(To be addressed to the Governments of the United States of America, British 
Empire, French Republic, Italy, Japan, Belgium, Brazil, Spain, Greece.) 

In compliance with Article 5 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, the 
President of the United States of America has the honour to inform the Govern- 
ment of that the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations will 

be held at the place, day and hour of the signature of the first proces-verbal of the 
deposit of the ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles, of June 28, 1919. 

The date upon which this act will take place will be definitely determined later 
by the Supreme Council of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

The President of the United States ventures to hope that the representative of 
the Government of will not fail to attend this meeting. 


Appendix G to No. 3 

Note to the Supreme Council relative to the Execution of the Obligations 
imposed by the Armistice 

I St. In principle, the stipulations of the Armistice are replaced by those of the 
Peace Treaty; but, the obligations imposed by the Armistice may remain in force, 
whether by virtue of their permanent character, or as a result of their remaining 
in force, as expressly or implicitly provided for by the Treaty itself. This applies 
in particular concerning the obligations of Germany referred to in Articles 212 
(Protection of Territories), 248 and 251 (Financial Obligations). It is under these 
conditions that the accomplishment of the non-executed clauses of the Armistice 
may be demanded by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

The text of this draft letter is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United 
States igso vol. i, p. 7, 
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and. Until the entry into force of the Treaty, the Poxrers }ia\ e as a means of 
action the right to renounce the Armistice and resume hosiiiiiies Rules of The 
Hague, Article 40; Armistice of November ii, 19183 Article 34., After the entr\' 
into force of the Treaty, the Powers will have no other means cf action to insure 
the execution of the obligations incumbent on Germany than the guarantees 
stipulated in the Treaty itself, or resulting from the general principl es of the rights 
of peoples. 

The guarantees provided for by the Treaty are, it is kno'vn, particularly those 
contained in Article[s] 213, 428 to 432 of [? andT Par. 18 of Annex 11 of Artide 244 
(Reparations). Especially relative to the Baltic provinces, the Treat}’ contains 
as a guarantee for their execution, the profusions of Article 4.33- 

As a means of coercion, according to the general principles of the rights of 
peoples, apart from war means, can be cited : economic pressure in default of the 
blockade called pacific, tvhich raises objections on the part of certain Powers — 
reprisals, such as an occupation of territor*}’, a seizure of German merchant vessels 
of less than i ,6oo tons, a detention of prisoners of war. 

Furthermore, Germany might be warned that the Treat}' tvould not enter into 
force until such time as she had previously executed in their entirety the obligations 
assumed by her in the Armistice — or to [sic] further stipulate on the part of 
Germany, at the time of the entry into force, of an express renewal of certain of 
her Armistice obligations, by henceforth submitting their execution to the suner- 
vision of an Interallied Commission or to any other control deemed necessary. 

However, it is important to remember that by the terms of the final clauses of 
the Treaty, the proces-verbal of deposit must be drawm up ‘as soon as the Treaty 
shall have been ratified by Germany, on the one hand, and by three of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the other’. Now, it is publicly knowTi 
that, in fact, Germany and three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
have actually ratified. Germany might thus take advantage of the said final 
clauses and demand the accomplishment of the formality of the proces-verbal of 
deposit without further delay. But, in such an event, an adjournment of the 
completion of the proces-verbal by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
would be justified as a measure of reprisal. 


No. 4 

H. D. 74.] JVotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pickon^s Room at the Quai d'Orsay^ Paris, on Wednesday, 
October 22, i^ig^ at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M, de 
Percin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretaries, M. Paterno, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli, Italy: M. Zanchi, 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 
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3- M. Tittoni wished to announce that Italy had appointed Count Bonin- 
Langare, Italian Ambassador in Paris, as its Delegate on the 
n Committee on pgj.jjja,nent Committee charged with the execution of the 
d^ZTeMing Treaty, and Professor Pagliano as second Delegate. 
to the Interpreta- M. PiOHON said that France would be represented on the 
tion and Execution Committee by himself, and by M. Berthelot as second Dele- 
of the Treaty of 
Peace ® 


pending further instructions, and therefore I request you to make inquiries and telegraph 
to me whether these persons can be allowed to proceed on their journey to Moscow. The 
Lithuanian Government, with the materials at their disposal, are unable to make any further 
investigations as to the identity of the various individuals, or the nature of the work to be 
performed in Russia. 

‘In my opinion it would be absolutely unjustifiable to allow them to proceed further on 
their journey until they have completely explained themselves, and have been granted the 
necessary authority by you, for the following reasons (i) In view of the blockade it is not 
permitted for an aeroplane to proceed into Russia without some form of pass; (2) The 
journey was avowedly undertaken to commence trade relations between Germany and 
Russia, which is not permitted at present; (3) The map discovered in the aeroplane gives 
one to suppose that some form of spying was intended; (4) The passengers have insufficient 
and unsatisfactory papers to enable them to undertake a peculiar journey of this kind at 


such a time. 

T should therefore be glad if you could make the necessary enquiries and telegraph to 
me at the earliest possible moment if the aeroplane and its occupants can proceed; or if not, 
exactly what steps are to be taken in the matter. 

T am sending copies of this letter to the Foreign Office, the British Mission in Paris, and 
to Colonel Tallents at Riga.’ 

The following' is a translation from the original German of the enclosure in Col. Ward’s 
report: 

^Nuorasas, 

‘Mie ^Kie. Dessau, [figure illegible] October 1919. 

Instructions for Central Offices, 


T. Patents 

‘To establish the position of patent matters in Russia. Is the patent law to be presumed 
to be subject to variations of form of government? Would it be possible for patent applica- 
tions to accompany a further flight? General information about the patent position. 


TI. Aircraft 

‘i. Is there any possibility as to manufacture in the future? What is the position and 
stability of the industry in this respect? Are there any parties interested? What internal 
security exists? Would it be possible to send German engineers and workmen there ?^ 

‘2. Sale. Is there any demand for sale on the^part of: {a) private persons, {b) authorities, 
(r) military? What is the demand for the purchase of completed aircraft? Does there exist 
any possible demand for the establishment of companies for air traffic? Describe in this 
connexion the great prospects and possibilities of development of the Junkers aircraft. Con- 
nected therewith is the development of a large traffic connexion from Germany to the Far 
East or single air traffic lines in the interior of Russia, e.g. Moscow-Petersburg, &c. or, 
eventually, branch lines from the Siberian railway, e.g. to the north for the fur trade, &c. 

*3. Trade exchanges with the help of aircraft, possibly for own or foreign account. For 
example, in present conditions an air transport trade across the frontier for barter traffic 
could be considered. Who is to undertake the business and to supply the aircraft? Draw 
up a list of exchange goods to be exported here from Russia, Goods from here in exchange 
might, for example, be aluminium articles. What prices can be reckoned on for them? 
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German and Austro- 
Hmgarioji Banks in 
Turkey 


[Xot printed]^ 


'4, In respect of all these prospective points it should first be esuibiisiied 10 v;hat extent 
the preliminary steps and undertakings can proceed independently as far as possible of a 
possible change of government. 

‘III. General 

‘Investigate the general economic pcsition. Wliether the aircraft is to be sold owing to 
especially favourable circumstances, or owing to the impossibility* of bringing it back, must 
be left to the general state of things. If the aircraft is damaged, try to sell the separate 
parts, motor, &c., on as favourable terms as possible.’ 

On receipt by the British delegation in Paris of Col. Rowan Robinson's telegram of 
October 1 7, it was forwarded by General Groves to General Duval under cover of a letter 
dated October Q 2 requesting the latter 10 bring the telegram to the notice of Marshal Foch, 
General Groves said in this letter: *I suggest that the aeroplane shall be confiscated, its 
personnel retained as prisoners, and that the German Government shall be called upon for 
an explanation of this flight, I would point out that in addition to being an infringement 
of the Air Clauses of the Peace Treaty, this flight has been carried out in direct defiance of 
the Supreme Council’s instructions embodied in a resolution of 29th September' 'see\"ci. I, 
Xo. 67, minute 2}. 

On October 29, 1919, GoL Row*an Robinson telegraphed to the British delegation in 
Paris giving some of the main particulars contained in Col. Ward’s report. On November 7 
General Groves forw’arded this telegram to General Duval under cover of a letter in wmch 
he stated : T consider that it is most important that this very clear and definite instance of 
the infringement of the Air Clauses of the Peace Treaty shall not be allowed to pass un* 
challenged, particularly in view of the fact that the papers carried in this machine are 
evidence of the official complicity of the German Authorities. 

‘I shall be glad if you will be good enough to inform me whether Marshal Foch can see 
his way to taking the action I suggested in my letter No. 720 of the 22nd October. In \iew 
of the fact that the President of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control is a 
British General (General Masterman) the responsibility for ensuring that the Air Clauses 
of the Peace Treaty are carried out will rest primarily with me as soon as the Commission 
begins to work, but in the meantime in order to strengthen General Masterman’s hand it 
is most desirable that every possible action shall be taken with regard to the constant evasions 
of the Air Clauses which I report to you.’ 

On January 13, 1920, the Foreign Office, being in receipt of no recent information con- 
cerning this matter, addressed a letter to the Director of Military Intelligence asking what 
action had been taken. No reply to this letter has been traced in Foreign Office archives. 

^ The Supreme Council considered a note from the Financial Commission dated 
October 15, 1919 (appendix A in original), reporting ‘receipt of a telegram in w'hichthe 
French High Commissioner at Constantinople requests specific and identical instructions 
for all delegations as to the attitude to be adopted in regard to German banks in Turkey 
from the date of the coming into force of the Treaty with Germany’. The Financial Com- 
mission had taken the occasion to examine and approve earlier, unspecified, action by the 
Allied High Commissioners in Constantinople as regards German and Austrian banks in 
Turkey, and had drafted a telegram to them from the Governments of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers reporting this approval and giving guidance for the future. After 
a brief discussion the Supreme Goxmcil, having regard to the legal issues involved, referred 
the Financial Commission’s note and draft telegram to the Drafting Committee for exami- 
nation and report (cf. No. 6, minute 9). 
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The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A , : Mr. E. L. Dresel, Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Mr. A. Leeper, Commandant 
[Commander] Lucas. 

France: Commandant Levavasseur, Commandant Aron, M. Cheysson. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to bring to the attention of the 
Council a telegram which had just been received, accord- 
Landingqfa German which a German aeroplane had made a forced 

Aeroplane at novno neighbourhood of Kovno. This aeroplane 

carried two German civilian pilots and three passengers, one of whom was 
Russian and the other two Turkish; this aeroplane was travelling from Berlin 
to Moscow and was being held until further orders.^ 

^ The telegram in question was evidently one dispatched by Col. Rowan Robinson, 
British Military Representative at Kovno, on October 17, 1919, and received by the British 
delegation in Paris on October 21. This telegram gave no particulars other than those 
communicated by Sir E. Crowe to the Supreme Council. 

On October 22 Col. R. B. Ward, Assistant British Commissioner for the Baltic Provinces 
stationed at Kovno, sent the following report of the incident to General Malcolm, Chief of 
the British Military Mission in Berlin : 

‘Sir, I have the honour to report that a German aeroplane landed at Kovno on the after- 
noon of the 1 6th October, having been brought by the German pilot under Lithuanian 
escort from Abeli, close to the Bolshevik front line at Dvinsk. The aeroplane, which is a 
monoplane of new and interesting construction, is quite new and was built by the Junkers 
Flugzeugwerke A.G., Dessau. Its recent history is as follows : on October 2nd, according 
to the demobilized Oberleutnant Hans Hesse, of the German Plying Service, now in the 
employ of the Junkers firm, the Ministry of War at Berlin arranged for this aeroplane to 
fly to von der Goltz with an important letter. The aeroplane was not completely ready 
and by the 8th the German Government had changed its mind as a message was sent to 
Dessau to say that the machine need not fly to von der Goltz. On the same day, however, 
it flew to Berlin where arrangements were made for it to fly from Berlin to Moscow. It left 
Berlin on the loth inst. and arrived at Koenigsberg on the 13 th, having made two forced 
landings on the way owing to minor defects. It left Koenigsberg on the 15th and landed 
at Shavli at the aerodrome kept by the Russian [anti-Soviet] troops, between 12 and 3 p.m. 
The occupants spoke to various Russian and German officers, and the only person who was 
required to show his papers was Hesse. They were received very well and had their meals 
there, and the Russian officers, having been informed that the machine was flying to 
Moscow, gave various letters to be taken to Moscow and Petrograd. The fact that no 
attempt was made to control their journey to Moscow, let alone prevent it, and no verifica- 
tion of the occupants having been required, givps me to suppose that papers were taken to 
the Russo-German troops there of some important nature, although naturally Hesse would 
not say so. Soon after three they proceeded in the direction of Russia, but at four p.m. on 
the 15th, owing to clouds and the approach of darkness, they landed at Abeli. The occu- 
pants on landing inquired regarding their whereabouts and expressed annoyance at still 
being in Lithuanian territory, but immediately afterwards were taken into the chai'ge of 
soldiers and kept in custody until next day, when the aeroplane, as I have explained above, 
was brought to Kovno with the pilot and mechanic on board, the other passengers being 
sent to Kovno by rail. 

‘The following is a list of the passengers : — 

‘Hans Hesse, Pilot, German subject living in Dessau, in the employ of the Junkers 
Flugzeugwerke A.G. 
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Jowmr; !>j the Delegates [Xot printed] 

to the Labour Congress 
at Washington 


‘Paul Maruszykj mechanic, German subject in the emplov of the Junkers Flugzeuswerke 
A.G. 

‘Abraham Frankl, a Russian Jew, engineer in the Junkers firm, Dessau, who states he is 
being taken on the trip as interpreter. 

‘Dr. Dmitri Nicola, alias Sayd Smin, a Christian Turk, native of Bulgaria, recently 
staying in Berlin, who states he is a chemist by profession and now working fer the Turkish 
Red Gross, He explains his two names as being due to the fact that a Christian Turk must 
have a Turkish as well as a Christian name. 

•Mohammed Ali Sami, Turkish subject recently staging in Berlin, native of Constantinople, 
doctor of medicine. States he is Chief of the Turkish Red Cross in Russia. 

‘The two latter persons have passports from the German Government in Berlin viseed 
by the Lithuanian Representative who about two weeks ago wote to his Gk)vernment 
stating that he had viseed these passports and that these two Turks should be watched 
during their journey through Lithuania. The others have no papers sho^v*ing the business 
on which they are proceeding, and merely possess the usual identification papers. 

‘According to Hesse, he was commissioned by his firm to fly this aeroplane to l^Ioscow 
in order to make inquiries as to the possibility of selling the patent and establishing a 
factoiy^ in Russia for the manufacture of aeroplanes of this kind. I enclose a copy of a docu- 
ment he had tvith him in connexion with this [see below]. Apart from this and the fact that 
he is the aeroplane pilot, he says he knows nothing about the other passengers whom he 
was told to take in the ordinary course of his duties. 

‘Jvlaruszyk is merely a German mechanic of PoHsh extraction and has no importance in 
the matter. 

‘On Frankl, the so-called interpreter, we found two letters from a friend of his in the 
Junkers firm, named Depp, to his father in Petrograd, These letters go to prove that Hesse 
had two tasks to perform in flying the aeroplane to Moscow, viz., (i) to start trade relations 
with the Soviet Gk)vernment; and (2) to take a person from Germany, who. he states, is 
of great importance for the Bolshevik Government, He also states in his letter that he would 
like his father to come to Moscow, so that he could arrange for Krasin, a well-known 
Bolshevik Gommissar, to make the acquaintance of either Hesse or this important personage, 
but here the text is not quite clear. 

‘Dr. Dmitri Nicola, alias Sayd Emin, says that he was travelling on behalf of the Turkish 
Red Gross in order to enter into negotiations with the Soviet Government about the return 
of Turkish prisoners of war. He states that the German Crovernment had asked him verbally 
to try and make arrangements for the return of some German hostages in exchange for 
Radek. Nicola had eighty thousand roubles on him, which he states was for the purpose 
of paying the expenses for the pilot and mechanic during the journey, and for buying petrol, 
&c. The firm is charging nothing for the trip, and is paying the salaries of the pilot and 
mechanic. • ' 

‘Mohammed Ali Sami tells the same tale as Nicola. 

‘Hesse states that as the German Government did not want to compromise itself, it gave 
no passes or papers to any of the party to show that they were bound for Bolshevik tenritory. 
In the aeroplane was found a map made by the German War Ministry, dated ist September, 
showing the number of troops which could be massed against the Bolsheviks in all countries 
ranged against them. 

‘Mohammed Ali Sami professes to be the head of the party, but the Lithuanians, w'ho 
have conducted the examination of these persons, state that the one who makes the most 
intelligent, educated, and polished impression is Dmitri Nicola, who they think has the 
leading role. 

‘I have told the Lithuanian Government to detain these individuals and the aeroplane 
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3- M. Tittoni wished to announce that Italy had appointed Count Bonin- 
. Langare, Italian Ambeissador in Paris, as its Delegate on the 

Coordin^o^^‘”^ permanent Committee charged with the execution of the 
Treaty, and Professor Pagliano as second Delegate. 
io the Interpreta- M. PicHON said that France would be represented on the 
lion and Execution Committee by himself, and by M. Berthelot as second Dele- 
of the Treaty of 
Peace ® 

pending further instructions, and therefore I request you to make inquiries and telegraph 
to me whether these persons can be allowed to proceed on their journey to Moscow. The 
Lithuanian Government, with the materials at their disposal, are unable to make any further 
investigations as to the identity of the various individuals, or the nature of the work to be 
performed in Russia. 

Tn my opinion it would be absolutely unjustifiable to allow them to proceed further on 
their journey until they have completely explained themselves, and have been granted the 
necessary authority by you, for the following reasons: — (i) In view of the blockade it is not 
permitted for an aeroplane to proceed into Russia without some form of pass; (2) The 
jornney was avowedly undertaken to commence trade relations between Germany and 
Russia, which is not permitted at present; (3) The map discovered in the aeroplane gives 
one to suppose that some form of spying was intended ; (4) The passengers have insuflEicient 
and unsatisfactory papers to enable them to undertake a peculiar journey of this kind at 
such a time. 

T should therefore be glad if you could make the necessary enquiries and telegraph to 
me at the earliest possible moment if the aeroplane and its occupants can proceed; or if not, 
exactly what steps are to be taken in the matter. 

T am sending copies of this letter to the Foreign Office, the British Mission in Paris, and 
to Colonel Tallents at Riga.’ 

The following is a translation from the original German of the enclosure in Col. Ward’s 
report: 

^Nuorasas, 

‘Mie — ^Kie. Dessau, [figure illegible] October 1919. 

Instructions for Central Offices. 

‘I. Patents 

‘To establish the position of patent matters in Russia. Is the patent law to be presumed 
to be subject to variations of form of government? Would it be possible for patent applica- 
tions to accompany a further flight? General information about the patent position. 

TI. Aircraft 

‘i. Is there any possibility as to manufacture in the future? What is the position and 
stability of the industry in this respect? Are there any parties interested? What internal 
security exists? Would it be possible to send German engineers and workmen there? 

‘2. Sale. Is there any demand for sale on the^part of: {a) private persons, [b) authorities, 
(<;) military? What is the demand for the purchase of completed aircraft? Does there exist 
any possible demand for the establishment of companies for air traffic? Describe in this 
connexion the great prospects and possibilities of development of the Junkers aircraft. Con- 
nected therewith is the development of a large traffic connexion from Germany to the Far 
East or single air traffic lines in the interior of Russia, e.g. Moscow-Petersburg, &c. or, 
eventually, branch lines from the Siberian railway, e.g. to the north for the fur trade, &c. 

‘3. Trade exchanges with the help of aircraft, possibly for own or foreign account. For 
example, in present conditions an air transport trade across the frontier for barter traffic 
could be considered. Who is to undertake the business and to supply the aircraft? Draw 
up a list of exchange goods to be exported here from Russia. Goods from here in exchange 
might, for example, be aluminium articles. What prices can be reckoned on for them? 
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G&rman and Austro- 
Hungarian Banks in 
Turkey 


[Not printed]^ 


*4. In respect of all tliese prospective points it should first be established to ".vhat extent 
the preliniinar\’ steps and undertakings can proceed independently as far as possible of a 
possible change of government. 

‘III. General 

‘Investigate the general economic position. Whether the aircraft is to be sold owing to 
especially favourable circumstances,, or owing to the impossibility of bringing it back, must 
be left to the general state of things. If the aircraft is damaged, tr>' to sell the separate 
parts, motor, &c., on as favourable terms as possible.* 

On receipt by the British delegation in Paris of Col. Rowan Robinson's telegram of 
October 17, it was forwarded by General Groves to General Du^'al under cover of a letter 
dated October 22 requesting the latter to bring the telegram to the notice of Marshal Foch. 
General Groves said in this letter: 'I suggest that the aeroplane shall be connscated, its 
personnel retained as prisoners, and that the German Government shall be called upon for 
an explanation of this flight. I would point out that in addition to being an infringement 
of the Air Clauses of the Peace Treaty-, this flight has been carried out in direct defiance of 
the Supreme CounciFs instructions embodied in a resolution of 29th September’ ;'see Vol. I, 
Xo. 67, minute 2). 

On October 29, 1919, Col. Row’an Robinson telegraphed to the British delegation in 
Paris giving some of the main particulars contained in Col. Ward’s report. On November 7 
General Groves forwarded this telegram to General Duval under cover of a letter in which 
he stated: T consider that it is most important that this very clear and definite instance of 
the infringement of the Air Clauses of the Peace Treaty shall not be allowed to pass xin- 
challenged, particularly in view of the fact that the papers carried in this machine are 
evidence of the official complicity of the German Authorities. 

T shall be glad if you will be good enough to inform me whether Marshal Foch can see 
his way to taking the action I suggested in my letter No. 720 of the 22nd October. In raw 
of the fact that the President of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control is a 
British General (General Masterman) the responsibility for ensuring that the Air Clauses 
of the Peace Treaty are carried out will rest primarily with me as soon as the Commission 
begins to work, but in the meantime in order to strengthen General Masterman’s hand it 
is most desirable that every possible action shall be taken with regard to the constant evasions 
of the Air Clauses which I report to you.’ 

On January 13, 1920, the Foreign Office, being in receipt of no recent information con- 
cerning this matter, addressed a letter to the Director of ^Military Intelligence asking w'hat 
action had been taken. No reply to this letter has been traced in Foreign Office archives. 

^ The Supreme Council considered a note from the Financial Commission dated 
October 15, 1919 (appendix A in original), reporting ‘receipt of a telegram in which the 
French High Commissioner at Constantinople requests specific and identical instructions 
for all delegations as to the attitude to be adopted in regard to German banks in Turkey 
from the date of the coming into force of the Treaty with Germany’. The Financial Com- 
mission had taken the occasion to examine and approve earlier, unspecified, action by the 
Allied High Commissioners in Constantinople as regards German and Austrian banks in 
Turkey, and had drafted a telegram to them firom the Governments of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers reporting this approval and giving guidance for the future. After 
a brief discussion the Supreme Council, having regard to the legal issues involved, referred 
the Financial Commission’s note and draft telegram to the Drafting Committee for exami- 
nation and report (cf. No. 6, minute g). 
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Sequestration of pro* 
perty belonging 
to the Greek 
Orthodox Com- 
munity of Budapest 

6 . 

Repatriation of 
Staff of Turkish 
Embassy at Vienna 


[Not printed] 


[Not printed] 


7 * 

Permission to 
Work the Pecs 
Coal Mines 


[Not printed]^ 


8. (The Council had before it a revised draft of a note addressed to the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Government dated October 20th, 1919, which 
Croat prepared by the American Delegation (see Appendix 

Government ®)0 

Mr. Polk said that he had asked for certain modifications 
of form in the draft which the Council had examined at last Monday’s meet- 
ing;^ the text which he had prepared had been distributed to the various 
Delegations. 

M. Berthelot said that the Serbian Delegation refused to sign the Treaty 
of Peace with Austria on account of the Minorities Treaty: this had not been 
done without hesitation on its part. The only reason that the Serbs gave for 
not signing immediately was that they were without a cabinet at the time. 
Now, however, after a long crisis, a cabinet had been formed.® Mr. Trumbic 
had left Belgrade and he and Mr. Patchitch had instructions to sign. Under 
these circumstances it was a question whether the proposed step was a neces- 
sary one. In a conversation which he had had with Mr. Vesnitch, the latter 
had insisted upon his demand that if the Minorities Treaty be modified to 
give satisfaction to the Greeks or Roumanians, the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government should also benefit by these modifications. 

Mr. Polk said he had received a telegram from the United States Minister 
at Belgrade announcing the departure of Mr. Trumbic who had received 

® After a brief discussion the Supreme Council decided to refer to the Economic Com- 
mission for examination and report a note from the Yugoslav delegation dated October 7, 
1919 (appendix D in original), explaining the stringency of Yugoslavia’s coal position and 
requesting ‘that the exploitation of the Petchoui [Pecs] mines be, by the Treaty with Him- 
gary, given to us for a short period of five years after which we think we shall be able to 
produce sufficiently for our consumption’. 

* See No. 3, minute a, and appendix A. 

® Cf. No. I, note ii. 


48 



instructions to sign the Treat}': under these conditions it was perhaps not 
necessary to send a note. 

!M. PiGHON was of the same opinion. 

M. Tittom inquired whether the Serbs meant to sign tiie Treaty on:y 
after it had been modified. 

3vl. Berthelot stated that no modifications had been made to the Treaty 
since the Council had last heard !Mr, Vesnitch, at which meeting M. Tittoni 
was present. 

Sir Eyre CROwm thought that the situation was no: the same for the 
Treaty with Serbia as regards Minorities as for Treaties with Greece and 
Roumania. The Principal Allied Powers had already signed the Treaty with 
the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government. 

M. Berthelot said that the question had already been brought up in con- 
nexion with Poland: Poland had asked that if on any important point a more 
favourable situation was granted to the Roumanians, concerning the Jewish 
question for instance, the same advantages should be granted to Poland. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that it was important that no promise should 
be given. 

M. Berthelot said there was no question of giving a promise, for should 
it be given, such a promise would not amount to very much. The modifica- 
tions requested by the Roumanians, as a matter of fact, either concerned the 
very essence of the Treaty, and therefore could not be accepted, or questions 
such as the Jewish question [Pwhich] did not concern the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government. Under these conditions the Serbs would have difiSculty in 
availing themselves of the Treaty with Roumania in order to ask for a more 
favourable regime. Should it be necessary to introduce certain modifications 
in the Serbian Treaty, the fact that the Principal Allied and Associated 
Pow'ers had already signed would not be an obstacle thereto. 

M. PiGHON said that for the moment it w'as only a question of finding out 
w^hether we could tell the Serbs that if the other Treaties concerning Minori- 
ties w^ere modified, they should benefit by the same modifications. As far as 
he w’^as concerned he thought it ad\dsable to ask the Serbs to sign purely and 
simply. Mr. Trumbic had left Belgrade wth instructions to sign the Treaty 
of Peace wdth Austria, therefore, it would be better to aw'ait his arrival. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was of the same opinion. 

It 'was decided : 

to adjourn until a further meeting of the Council the sending of a note 
inviting the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government to sign the Treaty wdth 
Austria and the Minorities Treaty. (See Appendix E.) 

g. (The Council had before it a note from the German Delegation dated 
Paris, October 17th, 1919 (see Appendix F).) 

Seizure of Eyre Crowe said that a certain latitude had always 

given to the Commander-in-Chief of the Naval Forces in 
the Baltic, and the Council had ahvays avoided giving a deci- 
sion on the measures taken by him. We w^ere bound to recognize the deci- 
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sions by virtue of which the German shipping in the Baltic had been stopped. 
Perhaps these decisions had been executed too strictly; in fact, he was 
informed that their execution sometimes entailed unnecessary inconvenience 
not only for the Germans but also for Neutrals, and for this reason sailings 
of German ships which were carrying food-stuffs from Denmark to the plebis- 
cite zone of Schleswig had been held up. It was therefore necessary to direct 
the Naval Commanders to act with great discretion and to carry out their 
measures in such a way as not to affect without good cause navigation in the 
Baltic; we should instruct the Admirals to interfere as little as possible with 
traffic between neutral ports, and even, in certain cases, to authorize traffic 
between German ports. 

M. Tittoni remarked that it was the intention of the Council to prevent 
in an effective way commerce with ports of Bolshevik Russia: its object was 
not to interfere with traffic in the Baltic. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it was not only a question of the blockade of 
Russia; he also had in mind the situation brought about by the action of the 
Germans in Gourland.^ The Naval experts should be requested to prepare 
the draft of an answer to the German note. 

Mr. Polk asked that the draft of this answer be submitted to the Council. 

It was decided; 

(1) that the Allied Naval Armistice Commission should be asked to execute 

the measures prescribed by it with regard to the situation in the 
Baltic Provinces in such a way as to take into account the legiti- 
mate interests of neutral commerce and certain urgent needs with 
respect to supplies for German ports ; 

(2) that the Naval Experts should present to the Council as soon as pos- 

sible a draft answ’^er to the German note of October 17th, 1919. (See 
Appendix F.) 


10. (The Council had before it a note from the Roumanian Delegation dated 
Representation oj October i8th, 1919, requesting representation on the Com- 
Roumania on the missions charged with the recovery of material, which were 

Armistice Commissions functioning in Germany in the interests of France and 

charged with the Re- Belgium in execution of the Armistice Glauses (see Appen- 
covery of material in q. j 7^ 

Germany Berthelot said that it was difficult to accept the 

Roumanian demand. As a matter of fact the right which the Roumanian 
Delegation was demanding had been recognized by the Armistice in favour 
of France and Belgium alone; on the other hand, the Roumanians had not 
hesitated to go ahead and recover alone material in Hungary. It was there- 
fore difficult to grant them this favour. He therefore proposed that this note 
should be referred back to the Reparation Commission with a request that 
it should examine and advise in what measure it was possible to grant it. 

M. Tittoni did not think that this was a question of application of the 
Treaty. The Armistice only stipulated a recovery of material taken away by 
^ See Vol. Ill of this series. ^ Not printed. 
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German troops in favour of France and Belriun:. Once the Treaty came 
force^ the situation would be different^ and recG\'ery of this kind tvcuid be 
made in favour of all the Allies. He thought^ however, that the Reparation 
Commission was best qualified to examine the Roumaniar: request. 

It was decided: 

to refer to the Committee on the Organization of the Reparation Com- 
mission for examination and report the note of the Sonmainian Delegation 
dated October 19th, 1919 (see Appendix G)." requesting representation on 
the Commissions charged with the recovery of stolen material which are 
operating in Germany under the clauses of the Armistice. 


Offer of the h'M priuted]^ 

Lutheran Council of 

the United States with 

regard to the execution. 

of article 438 of the 

Treaty of Peace with 

Germany 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel Crillon^ Paris^ 

October 22^ igig. 


Appendix E to No. 4 

Revised Draft of Communication from the Supreme Council to the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government relative to the signature of Peace with Austria. 

rj October igig. 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers have the honour to 
address to the Royal Government of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State an urgent 
reminder that they have not yet signed the Treaty of Peace with the Republic 
of Austria concluded at St. Germain-en-Laye on the loth of September last, and 
the Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated Potvers and the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State which ^vas signed by the former on the same date. 

Anxious to accord to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State every' opportunity* for 
consideration of the many important questions now before them, the Supreme 
Council have hitherto refrained from presenting to the Royal Government any 
request which might embarrass their position during a period of internal stress, 
for the Council have ahvays been animated by the warmest feeUngs of friendship 
and sympathy for the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, which they have been proud to 
consider an ally and associate alike in the conduct of the war, in the \v*ork of the 
Peace Conference, and in the organization of the League of Nations. 

They feel confident, therefore, that the Royal Government will not persist in 
objections which could only be regarded as foreshadowing a policy tending to 

s The nature of the offer was not specified in the minute and the examination of the 
question was adjourned. 


51 



separate that country from the Allied and Associated Powers, who have heartily 
cooperated in the creation and in the full international recognition of the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State. 

It has, however, become impossible further to prolong the delay, and the 
Supreme Council must earnestly request that the Royal Government be good 
enough to notify them promptly that they are prepared to sign the Treaties without 
reservation. 


Appendix F to No. 4 

J^otefrom German Delegation dated October 1919^ on the subject of 
Blockade Measures enforced in the Baltic Sea. 

German Peace Delegation October ly^ igig. 

The German Government urgently requests that the blockade measures taken 
concerning the Baltic Sea be limited to those which ai'e militarily necessary and 
that the fishing rights, navigation between German ports, ferry navigation, the 
maintenance of light ships (Seescichendampfer [w]) be unmolested. 

Furthermore, the German Government requests the liberation of the German 
vessels captured because of unfamiliarity with orders issued, as is particularly the 
case concerning the coal tenders plying to Konigsberg. 


No. 5 

No. [h.d.] 75.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. PichorCs Room at the Quai d^Orsay^ Paris^ on 
Thursday^ October 23^ 1919^ at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A. \ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Hari'ison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Percin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, Don Ascanio Colonna. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: 

Gapt. Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A.: Dr. J. B. Scott, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: Mr. Tufton, Mr. A. Leeper, Commander Mac- 
donald, R.N. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Le Rond, M. 

Fromageot, M. Aubert. 

Italy: M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 
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I. 'The Council had before it a communication from the President of the 
Commutation from German Peace Delegation, dated Paris, October 22, :9i9, 

the German Peace 
Delegation relative 
to the Sending of 
German and Austrian 
Delegates to the 
International Labour 
CoTigress at Washing- 
ton 


addressed to Mr. Polk see Appendix 

Mr. Polk called the attention of the Council to the 
second paragraph of the communication from the President 
of the German Peace Deiegation. 'Aiiich stated that, 

®The Austrian Government wdli probably likewise 
appoint delegates who ’vviil travel together with the 
Germans, and whose number and names will likewise 
be communicated at a ver\" early date.* 

He thought that it was most surprising that the German Peace Delegation 
should undertake to answer with respect to the attendance of Austrian Dele- 
gates to the International Labour Congress. He stated that a liaison ofncer 
of the American Delegation had been instructed to call Baron von Lersner's 
attention to this matter and that Baron Eichofr - tvould like%sise be asked by 
tvhat authority the German Delegation assumed to speak for the Austrian 
Gcvernment in this matter. These inquiries would be made crafiy and he 
would communicate the result thereof. 

hi. PiGHON said that the Council approved of the action of the United 
States Delegation; it could not be admitted that the German Peace Delega- 
tion should assume this authority. 


2 . 

Report of the Sub-Corn- [Not printed]^ 

mittee on the Execution 
of the Treaty with Ger- 
many relative to the 
Organization of Plebis- 
cite Commissions in 
Silesia, Allenstein, and 
Marieniverder 

^ Austrian Plenipotentiary at Paris in charge of Austrian relations with the Supreme 
Council and with France after the signature of the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye. 

2 The report in question, dated October 21, 1919 (appendix B in original), was presented 
to the Supreme Council in accordance with its decision of October 18 ‘that a subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Execution of the Treaty should determine the allowances to be 
granted to the personnel of the Plebiscite Commissions, after having consulted representa- 
tives of those Commissions’ 1^X0, 2, minute 10: not printed). The report stated that the 
study of the question had raised certain points, notably the governmental functions 
which the commissions would exercise in the several territories submitted to their author- 
ity. Tt is important therefore to place in each commission, at the disposition of the 
representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, the necessary means for the 
accomplishment of their difficult mission, and, in particular, a personnel of [a] technical and 
administrative order, destined for the supervision and control of the various branches 
of the administration of the territory.’ The report further observ^ed that ‘the Treaty made 
provision, in the articles relative to each one of these commissions, only for the representatives 
of the Principal Allied and Associated Powders, in a word, the directing committee of the 
Commission. It authorized the Principal Allied and Associated Powders to provide for the 
detailed constitution of each one of these commissions with a view' to responding to its 
particular functions. It seems that, concerning each particular commission, it appertains 
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3. (The Council had before it a report of the Committee on the Execution 

ofOu Cornniuee “f on the Comnussiom to be 

on the Execution of the named dunng the first weeks foUowmg the entry into 
Treaty with Germany on force of the Treaty. (See Appendix C).) 
the Commissions to be The report of the Committee on the Execution of the 
named during the first Treaty was read, and in the course of its reading the 

we^folloxmng tju entry foPo™ remarks were made: 

mo CTree 0 t e reaty PoLK reminded the Council that the United 

States could not be represented on any Commissions prior to the ratification 
of the Treaty by the Senate. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that although he had a complete list of British 
appointments to the Commissions in question, he thought it inadvisable to 
present these piecemeal during the reading of this report and suggested that 
each Delegation present to the Secretary General of the Conference its 
nominations for the Commissions mentioned in the Committee’s report. 
This suggestion was approved. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that with respect to the Delimitation Commission 
for Dantzig, the Treaty provided that three Nations should be represented 
on this Commission, but it had not yet been decided which three nations 
were to be so represented. 

General Le Rond pointed out that the Council had already approved the 
recommendations of a prior report of the Committee on the Execution of the 
Treaty that the members of the Delimitation Commission for Dantzig should 

to the representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, which constitute the 
directing committee, to proceed with the detailed study relative to the composition of the 
commission.’ The report then considered principles for the payment of members of 
the plebiscite commissions. In this connexion Sir Eyre Crowe stated that in accordance 
with the decision of the Supreme Council on October 15 (see Vol. I, No. 74, note 6) ‘he had 
referred the question of payment of members of Commissions of Delimitation by their 
respective Governments to his Government, which had replied that it accepted the principle 
that ‘‘ordinary army pay” of these members should be defrayed by their respective Govern- 
ments. . . . He was not sure of the exact definition of “ordinary army pay”, inasmuch as 
officers in the British Army were entitled, over and above such pay, to ordinary and special 
allowances. He would refer the question to his Government for an exact definition, but he 
felt confident that his Government would admit the same principle relative to the payment 
of memberc of Plebiscite Commissions.’ After discussion the Supreme Council decided: 
( I ) to approve the recommendations of the report ‘with the reservation that Sir Eyre Crowe 
should request the agreement of the British Government to the opinion, expressed by the 
other delegations, that the members of such commissions should be paid by their respective 
Governments ; (2) that the principle that the payment of troops of occupation should be a 
charge upon the local revenues of the territories occupied should apply to such troops as 
nught be used as troops of occupation in Dantzig and Memel.’ This latter decision resulted 
from Sir Eyre Crowe’s having drawn attention to the fact that ‘strictly speaking, the cases 
of Dantzig and Memel were not exactly similar’ to those of Upper Silesia, Allenstein and 
Marienwerder : ‘the Treaty had not provided specifically for troops of occupation in these 
two districts, and therefore there was no provision that the payment of such troops should 
be a charge on local revenues. The Council, however, had decided that troops of occupation 
might be used in these two districts. . . . He thought that on the principle laid down in the 
Treaty with respect to other troops of occupation the payment of such troops should be a 
charge upon local revenues.’ 
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be drawn from the Germano-Polish Delimitation Commission and that the 
presidency of these two Commissions should be held by the same person, in 
this case General Dupont. Therefore, only two members of this Commission 
still remained to be named. 

M. PiGHOX thought it would be well that one of these members should be 
British. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

M. PiGHON added that since the United States could not be represented 
the choice lay between Italy and Japan. 

General Le Rond thought it was more suitable for Italy to be represented, 
since Japan had fewer representatives on the Germano-Poiish Delimitation 
Commission. 

Ivl. SciALOjA said that although Italy did not ask to be represented it did 
not object to being represented. 

General Le Rond pointed out that the Treaty provided that [the] Germano- 
Polish Delimitation Commission should be constituted 15 days after the entire 
into force of the Treaty, but that the Supreme Council on July :6th had 
decided that this Commission should be on the spot and enter into operation 
on the day of the entry into force of the Treaty.^ The same was true of the 
Dantzig Delimitation Commission by virtue of the Supreme Council’s deci- 
sion of October 15 (h. d. 70, Minute 4).*^ 

M. Berthelot observed that this brought up again the whole question 
of what was the proper day for putting the Treaty into force; he remarked 
that it had also been decided that the troops of occupation were to be on the 
spot on the day in question. 

General Weygand pointed out that there were three questions to he con- 
sidered; first, the Delimitation Commissions, second, the Plebiscite Commis- 
sions, third, the troops of occupation. Did the Council fully intend to have 
the troops ready to be at their appointed destinations on the day the Treaty 
came into force? 

M. PiGHON said that this was the Council’s opinion and he wished to know 
what date the troops would be ready to start. 

General Weygand replied that the French troops could entrain on 
November 5th, and he thought the British troops were now ready. The ques- 
tion of the number of battalions to be furnished by Italy was still unsettled: 
the three battalions that Italy had agreed to furnish for service in Upper 
Silesia were now ready to start, but the question of whether Italy would 
furnish the remaining four battalions designated as her share in the report 
of the Special Commission (see Appendix i, h. d. 72), ^ was still undeter- 
mined. He had been informed by General Bliss that, although American 
troops could not be used as troops of occupation prior to the ratification of 
the Treaty by the United States Senate, troops were now on their way to 
Coblenz and would be held there until such time as this ratification might 

3 See Vol. I, No. 12, minute 3 (c). 

^ In error for minute 5: see Vol. I, No. 74, note 6. 

5 See No. 2, appendix A. 
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take place. They would then at once be ordered to proceed to zones of 
occupation. He pointed out that the question of transportation still remained 
to be solved. This question was most serious with respect to troops destined 
to occupy Upper Silesia. It was extremely difficult to ask the Germans for 
more transportation than they had been asked for upon the occasion of the 
passage of General Haller’s troops.^ Having in mind the transport of supplies, 
as well as of troops, at the rate of six trains per day, the movement would 
require fifteen days. 

M. Berthelot calculated that on this basis the nth of November might 
be a suitable date for putting the Treaty into operation. 

General ^Veygand said that this date was satisfactory as far as the troops 
were concerned but it should be remembered that very little time was left in 
which to take various other necessary measures. The various Commissions 
had to arrive at their destinations prior to the entry into force of the Treaty 
and likewise the Germans should be informed of that date as far ahead as 
possible in order that they might take all necessary measures of evacua- 
tion. 

Mr. Polk asked, for information, whether the troops of occupation were 
to be at their appointed destination on the day of ratification or within 
fifteen days thereafter. 

General Weygand replied that the troops were to be in place within 
fifteen days after ratification but that in order to effect this result it would be 
necessary for the troops of occupation to begin to arrive in their respective 
zones on the day the Treaty came into force: clearly these zones could not 
be occupied prior to the ratification of the Treaty. 

M. PiGHON asked again if the Council desired to decide on the i ith Novem- 
ber as the day of putting the Treaty into operation. 

General Weygand repeated that this would be satisfactory from a military 
point of view, except that the question of the contingent to be furnished by 
the Italians must be settled before a definite decision could be arrived at. 
He wished to add that the Italian Military Representative had always 
maintained a reservation on this point. 

M. PiGHON said that the distribution of forces decided upon by the 
Supreme Council must be followed out, and he desired to insist most pres- 
singly upon Italy furnishing the full contingent demanded of her by the 
Special Commission’s report, especially since, prior to the ratification of the 
Treaty by the United States Senate, the four American battalions destined 
for Upper Silesia would not be sent there. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired if the absence of American troops of occupation 
prior to the ratification of the Treaty by the United States Senate would not 

® During the early months of 1919 the Supreme Council had been concerned with the 
problem of the transport to Poland of the Polish forces under General Haller which had 
been formed in France. The German Government was unwilling to admit the Allied 
contention that this transport should be effected by way of Danzig under article 16 of the 
Armistice of Gompiegne of November ii, igi8. In April 1919 a compromise solution was 
reached whereby General Haller’s army was transported by rail across Germany. 
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adversely affect the distribution of troops of occupation provided for by the 
report of the Special Commission. 

Jvl. PiGHON said that the eventual use of United States troops v;as to be 
considered, and added that he did not wish an attitude to be adopted 'which 
w'ould appear to exclude United States troops from eventually participating 
in occupation. 

Mr. Polk remarked that everything depended upon the ratincation of the 
Treaty by the United States Senate. He wished to repeat that United States 
troops were en route and would be held at Coblenz ready to be sent to zones 
of occupation. 

M. PiCHON asked Marshal Foch whether, in the present absence of United 
States troops destined eventually for participation in the occupation of 
Upper Silesia, he had enough troops to maintain order there. 

Marshal Fogh said that he must first know' if he was going to have at his 
disposal the remaining fourteen battalions, all ready to mo\'e on November 
5 *. 

M. SciALOjA said he would tr^' to obtain a satisfactoiy reply from his 
Government immediately. 

General Le Rond pointed out that the Plebiscite Gommissicns, for 
instancein Silesia, being essentially Government Commissions, they [jlty should 
arrive at their destination in plenty of time to confer with the outgoing 
German officials, so as to be able on the day of the entry into force of the 
Treaty to take up the govermnent of these districts without any hitch. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that as soon as the date of the entry into force 
of the Treaty was definitely determined upon, someone should be designated 
to settle all such matters with the German Government. 

M. PiCHON said that Marshal Foch was the best person to do this. 

M. SciALOjA objected that Plebiscite Gonunissions were not of a military 
nature. 

M. Berthelot replied that they were closely concerned with military 
affairs. Until the Armistice came to an end Marshal Foch was the properly 
qualified person to treat with the German Government on all such matters. 

Mr. Polk asked with reference to the Committee’s report respecting 
‘Persons to be delivered by Germany*, when the demand for such indi\iduals 
would be made. 

Sir Eyre Crow^ replied that, for many reasons which had already been 
discussed, the day of the entrance into force of the Treaty would be the appro- 
priate date for making such a demand. 

M. Berthelot, in pointing out the provision in the Committee’s report 
with reference to the Government of Memel, said that in view of the small 
size of the Memel district there was no objection to the British Commander 
exercising both civil and military fimctions- 

M. PiGHON suggested that the whole question could be settled by agreeing 
to take all necessary measures for putting the Treaty into force on November 
iith, 1919. M. Dutasta had informed him that he was going to see Baron 
von Lersner on that night, and he wished to inquire whether ^I. Dutasta 
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should tell Baron von Lersner that the Treaty would be put into force on 
November iith. 

Mr. Polk observed that if Baron von Lersner were told this he would 
undoubtedly publish it immediately. 

Marshal Fogh said that it would be better to simply inform Baron von 
Lersner that his Government would be notified of the date of entrance into 
force of the Treaty in sufficient time for it to take all measures necessary to be 
taken by it prior to that date. 

(It was decided: 

(1) that the Delegations of the Principal AUied and Associated Powers 

should immediately submit to the Secretary General of the Peace 
Conference the list of the representatives they desired to name upon 
the Commissions which, under the terms of the Treaty with Ger- 
many, must begin to operate during the first weeks following the 
entry into force of [the] said Treaty ; 

(2) that the 11th day of November, 1919, should provisionally be con- 

sidered the date of the entry into force of the Treaty with Germany ; 

(3) that everything should be done to ensure the completion prior to that 

date of all measures constituting conditions precedent to the proper 
and effective entry into force of said Treaty, and to effectually ^s- 
pose of all reservations hindering or preventing such entry into force ; 

(4) that the German Peace Delegation should not yet be informed of the 

tentative date of the entry into force of the Treaty, but that in reply 
to this Delegation’s inquiry as to such date it should be informed 
that the German Government woxdd be informed of the date of the 
entry into force of the Treaty in ample time to enable it to take aU 
measures necessary to be taken by it prior to such date.) 

4- (The Council had before it a report of the Drafting Committee on the 
cost of transportation to and maintenance in foreign 
Report of the Drafting countries of German subjects convicted of serious offences 
(^mmittee on Cost of against members of the forces of occupation or against 

maintenance in foreign property or authority of forces of occupation in Ger- 

countries of German sub- many. (See Appendix D).) 

jects convicted of serious Mr. Polk Stated that he was entirely satisfied with 
qfences against members the report of the Drafting Committee. He wished to add 
of forces f o^pation or already recommended to the military 

authority of such forces in authorities that the procedure in question should only 
Germany be followed in very serious cases and he hoped there 

would be very few more of these. 

(It was decided : 

to adopt the report of the Drafting Committee on cost of transportation 
to and maintenance in foreign coimtries of German subjects convicted of 
serious offences against members of the forces of occupation or against 
the property or authority of forces of occupation in Germany. (See 
Appendix D).) 
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Protest of the Bul- 
garian Delegation 
against the evacua- 
tion of Western 
Thrace 


5. (The Council had before it a note from the Bulgarian Delegation dated 
Neuilly-sur-Seine^ October 12th. 1519 'see Appendix 
and another note from the Bulgarian Delegation dated 
Neuilly-sur-Seine^ October sist, 1919 (see Appendix F;.} 

M. Berthslot read the two notes of protest. He pointed 
out that a fait accompli now existed and that the question 
raised by the Bulgarian Delegation had become purely aca- 
demic. He added that the occupation of the district in question by the Greek 
troops had taken place without any disturbance, and he thought that as the 
Bulgarians would deliver their answer to the Peace terms on the following 
day there was nothing further to be done until this answer had been received. 

Mr. Polk submitted a draft of the following questions to be addressed to 
General Franchet D’Esperey and requested that General D’Esperey should 
be asked to report immediately by telegraph on the following points : 

{a) whether the Bulgarians were actually evacuating Thrace. 

{b) what troops w^ere proceeding to the evacuated territory". 

whether other Allied troops than Greek were taking part in the pre- 
liminary occupation. 

whether satisfactory precautions were being taken to prevent a possible 
Greek occupation of territory outside of their zone of occupation. 
General Weygand replied that Marshal Foch was in possession of the 
information requested and that he would reply to all these questions. 

Mr. Polk stated that if all the information was here he would merely ask 
Marshal Foch to give him the answers to these questions. 

(It was decided: 

(1) that there w-as no necessity at the present time of replying to the 
Bulgarian protest against the evacuation of Thrace ; 
that Marshal Foch should supply the Council wdth all pertinent 
information relative to the conations of the evacuation of Thrace 
and its occupation by Allied troops.) 


(^) 

{d) 


( 2 ) 


5[6] . M. Berthelot referred to the decision of the Supreme Council (h. d. 72,’ 
Minute i (7), October i8th, 1919) ‘that the Inter-Aliied Gom- 
Presidenty of rnigginns sent into the zones of occupation should choose their own 
CoTwnissio^ m pj-gsidents, without it being necessary for them to be of the same 
nationality as the Commanding Officers in the corresponding 
zones of occupation’. He stated that M. Glemenceau thought 
it better for the Goundl to designate the Presidents of these Commissions 
after the lists of appointees to these various Commissions had been trans- 
mitted to the Secretary-General of the Conference by the various Delegations. 

M. PiCHON said that when the lists were submitted to the Secretary- 
General, this question could be taken up again. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hdtel de Crillon, 

Paris, October 23, IQIQ- 
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Appendix A to No. 5 

President of the German Peace Delegation, paris^ October 2^^ jgrg, 

Mr. Under-Secretary for State, 

In reply to your esteemed letter of October 13,^ I have the honour to slate 
that, in accordance with the constitution of the German Labour Organization, 
the German Government is prepared to send delegates to the Conference at 
Washington. Provisionally, their number will be eleven; I must still reserve, most 
respectfully, the communication of the names of the gentlemen. 

The Austrian Government will probably likewise appoint delegates who will 
travel together with the Germans, and whose number and names will likewise be 
communicated at a very early date. 

I should be grateful to Your Excellency for the kind provision of places on a 
steamer, and for information of the time and place of its sailing. 

Please accept, etc. 

Baron von Lersner. 

To His Excellency, 

Mr. Under-Secretary for State Frank L. Polk, 

Commissioner Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of North America, 

Paris, Hotel Crillon. 


Appendix G to No. 5 
List of the Commissions 

which should be nominated during the first weeks following the entry into force 
of the Treaty, and measures already adopted and to be adopted. 


A. By the Allied and Associated Governments 


Time limit 

Article or page 

Commissions 

Countries having 
designated members 

Countries having 
organized the 
personnel 



I. Delimitation 





Commissions 



15 days after 

Art. 35, p. 34 

Germano-Belgian 

G.B. F. I. J. 

J. G.B. 'I en 

entry into force 



yes 

F. J route 

I. J. j yes 

15 days 

Art. 87, p. 50 

Germano-Polish 

yes 

yes 

15 days 

Art. 101, p. 60 

Dantzig 

yes 

yes 

15 days 

Art. 83, p. 48 

Polono-Gzecho- 

in preparation 

in preparation 



Slovak 



15 days after 

Art. 3,® p. 64 

Schleswig 

in preparation 

in preparation 

plebiscite 


II. Plebiscite 
AND Government 





Commissions 



Upon the entry 

Art. 88, annex. 

Upper Silesia 


G.B. yes 

in[to] force of 

P- 52 

I 

I. 

the Treaty 



Fr. no 

F. 


^ See Vol. I, No. 72, appendix A. 

® In error for article ii i (i.e. article 3 in section xii of part III of the treaty). 


60 



Time limit 


15 da>-s 


15 days 


Upon the entry 
in force 


No time specified 


To be specified 


As soon as possi- 
ble after entr>^ 
into force 

Upon entry into 
force 


Upon the entry’ 
in force 

Upon entry into 
force 
3 months 

3 months 


Upon entry 
into force 

Upon entry 
into force 

Upon entry 
into force 

3 months 


No time 
specified 


Arikh or page 


Art. 95, p. 56 




Ailenstein 


Art. 97, p. 57 Marienv/erder 


Art. 109, p. 63 j Schleswig 


Arrangement ] 
Art. 2, p. 2 ! 

Art. 203 and 
following arts, 
p. 93 & follo’tving 
Art. 1 15, p. 66 


Art. 215, P- 97 


Art. 233, p. 102 
and annex 2, 
p. 107 

Art. 354, p. 180 

Art. 346, p. 178 

Art. 340 & 343, 
P- 177 

Art. 341 & 343, 
P- 177 


Art. 99, p. 58 


Art. 102, p. 60 


Art. iig, p. 68 

Art. 300 & 304, 
PP- 153 & 
Art. 2965 p. 140 


Art. 227, p. 100 


CouKhir havmg 
dekgnztid rze^Kier: 

J. 

I. j- 
G.B.j 
F. ; 1:0 

I, } 

J. yes 
in action 


1 :r£.7niz:d :ze 
, psr:o-^>rA 

■ G. 3 . incomplete 
j tl" y ^ 


i J. ye 


III. Miscella- 
neous 

Rhine territories 

Military control 

Naval 

Aerial 

Destruction of 
Heligoland forti- 
fications 

Prisoners of War 


Reparations 


Danube 


Persons to be de- 
livered by Ger- 
many 

Government of 
Memel 

Temporary ad- 
ministration of 
Dantzig 

German Colonies 

^lixed arbitral 
Tribunal 

Verification and 
Compensation 
oflEices 

International 
Tribunal to 
judge W[illia]m 
II 


ic oe crawn :rcni 
Naval Supeivision 
Commission 
G.B.\ 

Ih 

G.B.\ 

J- [yes 
I. J 

F. no 

Nothing 

Nothing 

Nothing 

rl" 

Military’ occupa- 
tion pro\ided. 
Govern[men]t no 
English member 
designated to 
be replaced 
Prolongation of 
present regime 
Nothing 

Nothing 


Nothing 


Progressively by 
the Organiza- 
tion Commis- 


No thing 


Nothing 

Nothing 
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Time limit 

Article or page 

Commissions 

Countries having 
designated members 

Countries having 
organized the 
personnel 

No time 
specified 

Art. 364, p. 185 

Delimitation of 
neutral zones for 
Gzecho-Slovaks 
in ports of 
Hamburg and 
Stettin 

(3 delegates to be 
named: i Ger- 
man, I Czecho- 
slovak) nothing 
done. 


do. 

Art. 371, 3. 
p- 188 

Distribution of | 

railroad 
material 

Nothing (concerns 
Reparations 
Commission) 


I month 

Art. 359,“ 3« 

Reception of gold 
of Ottoman 
public debt de- 
posited in 
Reichsbank 

Nothing (concerns 
Reparations 
Commission) 




Appendix D to No. 5 

Note for the Supreme Council October 21 ^ iQiQ* 

(Expenses of penitentiary services in the occupied territories) 

^ By the terms of Article IV of the Armistice, the upkeep of the troops of occupa- 
Rhineland (not including Alsace-Lorraine) will be at the expense of 
the German Government. 

The expenses for the maintenance of order and of the police, and consequently 
or the repression of crime and misdemeanours committed against the troops of 
occupation, are expenses necessitated by the maintenance of the said troops and 
must therefore be paid by Germany. 

The question to regulate is, whether, in the case of serious crimes and mis- 
emeanours, the presence of the sentenced party presents dangers for the troops 
removal outside of occupied territory; this is a question 
o act, capable of being judged only by the military authority. 

onsequently, the Allied and Associated Power, responsible for the occupying 
mi itary aumorities, is justified in charging Germany on the occupation expense 
accoimt vnth the expenses above referred to. Thus it is with expenses of transport 
to an upkeep in the United States of parties sentenced for serious crimes to more 
an 5 years imprisonment by the American military authorities of occupation. 

For the Drafting Committee 
Henri Fromageot. 

In error for article 259. 
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Appendix E to No. 5 


Bulgarian Delegation to the 
Peace Conference 

No. 387. Neuilly-sur-Seine, October 12, 

From: M. K. Sarafo^v, 


To: M. Glemenceau. 

The Royal Government has just informed me by telegram, dated October 9, 
which arrived to-day, that the Gommander-in- Chief of the Allied armies of the 
East, basing himself on Article 27 of the Peace Conditions, has asked the Bulgarian 
Government to proceed to the evacuation of Thrace, stipulating that this operation 
must be terminated on the 14th of this month, at noon. 

On this subject, the Bulgarian Delegation has the honour of presenting the 
following remarks : 

From a legal point of view, the pi^esent obligations of Bulgaria concerrJng its 
frontiers with regard to the Allied and Associated Powers are explicitly regulated 
by the Armistice Convention of September 29, 1918, which in none of its clauses 
provides for the evacuation of Thrace. 

On the other hand, the evacuation of Thrace cannot be based on Article 27 
of the project of the Treaty, because it has not legal force, otvmg to the fact that 
Bulgaria up to the present time has not given her adhesion to it, and consequently 
one cannot impose upon Bulgaria such an obligation. 

The very fact of demanding this evacuation, it being based on this project, has 
caused a painful surprise to the entire people. The Bulgarian Delegation has just 
been informed by Your Excellency that the Supreme Council, granting its request, 
has decided that the delay for the handing over of the answer by Bulgaria to the 
Peace Conditions is extended for 10 days.“ The execution of the demand of the 
Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies would be equivalent therefore to 
the application of a project on the subject of which Bulgaria has not yet even 

presented her remarks. ^ ^ . 

Besides, no consideration of fact whatsoever justifies at the pr^ent time the 
demand formulated by the Gommander-in-Chief of the ^ied armies of the East 
and its premature execution would be of a nature to raise serious difficulties in 

the country. . i. i • 

The question of the previous evacuation of Thrace at a time when the Bulganan 

people is yet under the impress of the great territorial sacrifices which ^.re require^ 
by the Treaty, and at a moment when Bulgaria is going through a pohticd crisis 
of an exceptional importance, would submit the country to the most painfiu trials. 
Under these conditions, the maintenance of order and calm would constitute an 

overwhelming task for any government. , ^ , Ait* j • r l -Cooi- 

The delay fixed by the Gommander-in-Chief of the Allied armies of the E^t 
expiring October 14, the Bulgarian Delegation by order of its Government has the 
honour to beg the Supreme Council not to refuse to take the necessaity measures 

before this delay expires. • 

With the hope that Your Excellency will be good enough to take a kind interest 

in this matter, please accept, etc. 

“ See Vol. I, No, 71, minute 2. 
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Appendix F to No. 5 

Bulgarian Delegation to the 
Peace Conference 

No. 424. Neuilly-sur-Seine, October si, igig. 

From: M. Th. TheodorofF, 

To: M. Glemenceau. 

In its note of October iQth, the Bulgarian Delegation, by order of its Govern- 
ment, had the honour of setting forth the reasons of right and of fact for which 
it begged that the unjustified demand of the General, Gommander-in-Chief of the 
Allied Armies in the East, relative to the evacuation of Western Thrace by the 
Bulgarian authorities, be revoked. 

Even before being honoured by a reply from the Conference the Bulgarian 
Delegation has just learned that the order, forming the subject of the note in 
question above, has begun to be executed. 

A telegram, sent from Sofia the 1 3th instant, and received the 1 9th, informs us 
‘that the IX Greek Division intends to enter Xanthi on October i6th. The local 
population, despite the advice given it, despite encouragements tending to reassure 
it, has begun to leave their homes. The state in which these unfortunates are is 
indescribable.’ 

On the other hand, this morning’s papers announce that the IX Greek Division, 
received, on October 19th, at the Xanthi railroad station by the Commander of 
the Allied troops in Thrace, General Charpy, entered the city and General Gharpy 
entered Gumurdjine on the same day. 

From this information it may be seen that not only the occupation of a part of 
Western Thrace is already an accomplished fact, but that it has been carried out 
by Greek troops. 

Now, on October 8th again the Minister for Foreign Affairs, M. Madjaroff, 
following the declarations of the Commander of the Danube Army, General 
Claudel, concerning the eventual occupation of Thrace by Greek troops, categori- 
cally objected inasmuch as these facts are in absolute contradiction with Article II 
of the Armistice Convention, concluded on September 29th, 1918, at Salonika. 
The Article referred to prescribes only the occupation of certain strategic points 
in Bulgaria, and only by troops of the Great Allied Powers and not by Greek 
troops. 

The Bulgarian Delegation deems it its duty to observe once more that these 
facts constitute a most flagrant violation of the Armistice Convention of Salonika 
and of the regulations known as the Rights of People. The matter concerned in 
this case is only a previous and compulsory execution of Article XXVII of the 
Peace Scheme, before the Conference received the observations of the Bulgarian 
Delegation which are to be submitted to the Conference in writing on October 24, 
before this scheme be approved and signed by the interested parties, before its 
being put into eflfect and becoming obligatory. 

The Bulgarian Delegation is all the more surprised by the events which hap- 
pened in Western Thrace because it has not received, so far, any information of 
the decision of the Conference concerning that subject. If really such a decision 
has been taken, the Delegation was first entitled to receive notification of it. 

In regard to the foregoing, the Bulgarian Delegation, following the instructions 
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received by its Government, is obliged to inake ail necessary resen.'es cn die suriieit 
of the arbitrary dispositions of the Conunander-in- Chief of the Allied Arirdes :n 
the East, concerning Western Thrace, as well as on the subject cf the ccnsecuences 
which might result from them. 

Please accept, etc. 


No. 6 


H. D. 76.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fize 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room, Quaid'Orsay, Paris, on Saturday, 
October iQig, at lo.yo asn. 

Present; U,S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harnson. 

British Empire: Sir E)Te Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xorman. 

France: AI. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelor, M. de 
Percin. 

Italy: jM. Tittoni; secretaries, AL Paterno, M. Barone Russc. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Segretarlat: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Erisi'^e: Capi. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter; M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned ; 
U.S.A, : Dr. J. B. Scott, Mr. A. N. Dulles. 

British Empire: General Sadadlle-West, Commander Fuller, Mr. Palai- 
ret, Mr. Carr, Mr. Malkin. 

France: M, Laroche, General Le Rond, M. Cheysson, M. Fromageot. 
Italy: M. Ricci-Busatti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


Answer to the 
Bulgarian Counter- 
Propositions 


I. M. Pichon stated that the Bulgarian counter-propositions had arrived;^ 
they had been distributed both to the delegations and to the 
Commissions concerned- He thought it ad\dsable 10 specify 
to the Commissions the time they would have to prepare 
their answers; he considered eight days adequate. 

Mr. Polk asked whether such a long time was necessary'. It was only the 
Bulgarian answer dealing with reparations that was difficult. 

M. Tittoni supported Mr. Polk’s remarks, especially' as the Commissions, 
as well as the Council itself, were familiar with the questions concerned. 


^ The Bulgarian counter-propositions regarding the draft treaty of peace were presented 
in three parts under date of October 124, 1919* An English text is printed in Ohsercations of 
the Bulgarian Delegation on the Conditions of Peace with Bulgaria (Paris, 1919^* The Bulgarian 
text is printed in Bulgarskata Delegaisiya za mira: Dokumenti po dogovora v Xeuilly (DurzhaAiaa 
Pechatnitsa, Sofia, 1919)3 pp. 131-228. (In the English text the covering notes to the three 
parts of the Bulgarian observations are dated October 25, 19 ^ 9 - 'Lhe English and Bulgarian 
texts show certain other discrepancies, especially otdng to misprints of numerical references 
to articles of the draft treaty. In particular, the Bulgarian text of the observ’’ations on the 
Labour clauses of the draft treaty refers on p. 138 to part XIII, articles 332-795 ®f treaty; 
this wTong reference is corrected in the English text, p. 12, to part XII. articles 249— 89- j 
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Sir Eyre Crowe thought that on previous occasions time had been lost- 
the several Commissions had made partial answers which an ad hoc Com- 
mission had been appointed to collect and coordinate. He wished to know 
whether M. Tardieu’s Central Territorial Committee could not at once be 
asked to collate the answers of the Commissions and, witliout waiting any 
longer, prepare a final comprehensive answer. 

Mr, Polk agreed with this suggestion: the sooner the answer would be 
ready, the better. 

M, PiGHON said that the Council might decide that the reply ought to be 
ready on Saturday next.^ He thought an earlier date would be difficult. 

M, Laroche said that even now M. Tardieu’s Committee might get in 
touch with the several Commissions. So far as affected points on which he 
did not consider himself qualified to submit a reply, he would ask the Com- 
missions to do so. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the Central Territorial Committee should collect and coordinate 

the answers of the Commissions concerned to the observations 
presented by the Bulgarian Delegation ; 

(2) that the said Committee should present to the Supreme Council a draft 

of a final comprehensive answer to these observations by November 
1st, 1919, at the latest. 


2. Sir Eyre Crowe submitted to the Coimcil two telegrams which he had 
Violation of t'eceived from the Allied Naval Armistice Commission (see 

Mmd^Cl^es •^PP®’'^dices A and B) . The second telegram pardy rectified the 
of the Amustke ^e considered it might be suitable to discuss them when 
by the Germans the general question of the violation of clauses of the Armistice 
by the Germans was being considered. 


3. (The Council had before it the draft answer to the German Note of 
Situation in the ^^tober lyth, concerning the measures taken by the Allied 
Batik Provinces. Naval Authorities in the Baltic. (See Appendix C).) 

Measures taken Sir Eyre Crowe Stated that the Council had asked the 
by tiu Mwrd Naval Experts to prepare a draft answer to the German Note 
cm'^gNc^a October 17th, concerning measures taken by the Allied 
turn in the ^tk Authorities in the Baltic.^ He wished to know whether 

the Council would approve this draft reply. 

M. PiCHON said that, no comment having been made, the Council took 
the text as read. 


Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that according to a telegram received from 
the British representative at Riga, the situation there was very grave; the 
attacks aga^t Riga were still violent, to such a degree that the British 
representative suggested the occupation of Memel, and if possible, of Til- 
sitt.* The representative had maintained that General Eberhardt was even 

* November 1, igig. 

* See No. 4, minute 9 and appendix F. 

For the situation at Riga and generally in the Baltic Provinces see Vol. Ill of this series. 
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worse than his predecessor. General von der Goltz. The Council had decided 
to send an Interallied Commission to the spot.s So far nothing had oeen 
done and the Commission had not departed. He wished to hnow ho’w far 
preparations had advanced. 

M. PiGHON said that General Mangin, whose name had been suggested by 
Marshal Foch, had preferred not to be charged with this mission. Another 
General had been appointed and the publication of his name would not be 
delayed. He considered that to occupy Memel, without waiting for the 
Treaty to come into force, was a serious undertaking and he would like to 
know if the British Government completely adopted the opinion of its repre- 
sentative at Riga. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he was only repeating the opinion of the Chief 
of the British Mission to indicate how serious he considered the situation, but 
he was not asking the Council to decide immediately upon the occupation 
of Memel. 

M. PiCHON proposed that the suggestion of the British representative at 
Riga be referred to the Military^ Experts for examination. 

It was decided: 

(1) to adopt the draft answer to the German note of October ITth prepared 

by the Naval Representatives (see Appendix C) ; 

(2) to refer to the Military Representatives for examination and report 

the question of whether the situation in the Baltic Provinces 'was 
such as to necessitate occupying Memel before the prescribed date. 

4. M. Tittoni desired to draw the Gouncirs attention to the situation in 
Southern Russia. General Denikin, to whom the Council 
Relations between had in the past afforded moral and material support against 
General Denikm Bolshevists, appeared to be neglecting them and to be 

°Amyof^Gen^d^ turning against the Ukrainians. Under the circumstances 
Petlioura ought the Council to continue its support? 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the information at his disposal 
did not quite accord with that of M. Tittoni. 

M. PiGHON felt in the same position: Denikin was fighting very vigorously 
against the Bolshevists, but to hope for an end to all difficulties between 
Russians and Ukrainians was asking too much. France had, for that matter, 
just sent a military mission to General Denikin with instructions to help him 
in organizing the fight against the Bolshevists and at the same time to work 
for the prevention of conflict with the Ukrainians. 

M. Tittoni added that Italy likewise had sent a mission and for that very 
reason he considered it necessary to coordinate their activities. 

Mr. Polk stated that General Jadwin who had just been investigating 
the situation with Denikin’s army, as well as Petlioura s, reported that it 
was Petlioura who was attacking Denddn: the Ukraine-Russian diflSculties 
involved two fundamental questions, namely: the Jewish question and the 

s See Vol. I, No. 70, minute i, and No. 71, minute 4, and, in the present volume, No. 2, 
minute ii. 
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question of the independence of Ukraine. General Jadwin had even brought 
forward one case at least in which Petlioura had facilitated Bolshevist action 
against Denikin. At any rate, should the Council wish to hear General 
Jadwin, he could give them a resume of the situation. 

M. PiCHON tliought that the Council might very well hear him. 

M. Tittoni considered it might be well to instruct their representatives to 
prevent friction between Denikin and Petlioura. 

M. PiCHON stated that the representatives of France as well as those of 
Great Britain had already received such instructions; but there was no use 
hiding the fact that the situation was extremely difficult. 

Mr. Polk added that General Jadwin had been informed by Petlioura 
that his best troops were Galician. 

M. Tittoni stated that the Georgian representatives who had visited him 
represented General Denikin as making no secret of his intention to put an 
end to the Georgian Republic as soon as he had done with the Bolshevists. 
It was decided: 

to hear General Jadwin at a future meeting of the Council on the 
situation in Southern Russia. 

5. (The Council had before it a note of the British Delegation dated October 
24, 1919 (see Appendix D).) 

Diplomatic Rcpre- SiR Eyre Crowe Stated that the British Government 

^Al^^aMAssoci- very important that the Allies should agree 

aud Powers in among themselves in fixing the conditions under which diplo- 

Germany made relations with Germany should be resumed. He pro- 

posed that a special Legal Committee be entrusted with this 

question. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether it was essentially a question of protocols. 

M. Tittoni considered that a political question must first be decided: 
namely; would the Allies be represented by Ambassadors or by Charges 
d’ Affaires? 

M. PiCHON said that that question had already been decided. It had been 
agreed to send first. Charges d’ Affaires and some months later. Ambassadors. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the Council could not fix a date by which 
at the latest Ambassadors should be accredited; and again, what were the 
intentions of the Powers as regards sending diplomatic representatives to 
Munich and Dresden? Certainly the British Government proposed to send 
them. 

M. Tittoni wished to know whether special representatives would be sent 
to Munich and Dresden as before the war, and also what would be their title. 

Mr. Polk stated that the United States had never had representatives in 
those two capitals. 

M. Laroche said that as far as Munich and Dresden were concerned the 
question was as follows : did they wish to be represented there, and what title 
would be given to their representatives? Might not the pemon who was 
actually Ambassador at Berlin be also the diplomatic representative in those 
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places? In point of fact, before the war the French Ambassador at Berlin 
was also Charge d" Affaires at the Court of Saxony. 

M. PiGHON stated that the Council was agreed to send to Berlin at present 
only Charges d" Affaires, and he considered it difficult at this time to fix the 
date on which Ambassadors would be designated. That would depend on 
the situation in Germany and on the attitude of the German Government. 
On the other hand, they could decide at once not to send Ambassadors before 
having agreed on this subject. 

M. Matsui asked what would be the rank of Charges d' Affaires. 

M. PiGHON thought that this was not so important. It was the nile of 
Charge db\ffaires that mattered. The French representative would be a 
Consul-General, with the rank of Minister Plenipotentiaiw . 

M. Matsui thought that Japan might have difficulty in sending first a 
Charge d’ Affaires and then an Ambassador, but he was perfectly %\iiliiig to 
recommend such procedure to his Government. 

M. PiGHON stated that the French Government intended to have a repre- 
sentative at Munich under the same circumstances as formerkr, and also to 
be represented at Dresden, 

Mr. Polk asked whether there would be at Munich and Dresden auto- 
nomous Governments independent of Berlin. 

Sir Eyre Crowe answered that he had read the German Constitution; 
that possibly the Central German Government might find arguments therein 
on which to oppose the sending of diplomatic representatives to State 
capitals; nevertheless there was nothing in the Constitution which explicitly 
said that such representatives could not be sent outside BerSn. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the present German Government was net much 
more centralized than the former Imperial Government. 

M. Laroche stated that the German Constitution had denied to particular 
States the right of accrediting representatives, but not of recehing diplomatic 
representatives. 

M. Tittoni thought there might be opposition and that the Powers might, 
if they were to designate representatives without being assured in advance of 
their being accepted by Bavaria and Saxony, run the risk of not finding any- 
one with whom the representatives might deal. 

M. Laroche thought that the Council might settle the question of prin- 
ciple and leave to the Commission that was to be appointed the task of 
deciding what procedure should be followed. 

M. Tittoni agreed, on the condition that they keep to strictly legal 
grounds. 

M. Laroche inquired whether they had agreed to recognize Germany as 
a more compact unit than it was in the past. 

Mr. Polk was of the opinion that the Treaty did not prevent Germany 
from deciding this internal question whichever way she wished i the question 
of the unity of Germany was not under discussion. 

M. Berthelot said that the unity of Germany was indeed not under dis- 
cussion; what was certain was that Bavaria and Saxony had no longer the 
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positive right of representation but had retained a negative right. The 
intention of the French Government was to be represented in each of these 
states by a Consul-General — a diplomatic agent. 

M. Tittoni suggested that such arrangement would be similar to what 
obtained at Budapest before the war, but that the title of diplomatic agent 
could not be accorded to these representatives without the consent of the 
Saxon and Bavarian Governments. 

M. Berthelot maintained, however, that they had the right of being thus 
represented, which was the pre-war situation. The Treaty, however, had 
made no change in this respect, and Germany had not notified the Powers 
that she would forbid the exercise of the same prerogatives as they had before 
the war. They were taking into account the changes which had occurred in 
Germany by diminishing their representations at Munich and Dresden. It 
was certain that their representations would not be imposed, but at the same 
time would not be a matter of negotiation; he had in mind rather a courteous 
notification. 

M. PiGHON stated that as they were agreed upon the principles, they could 
entrust a special commission with drawing up the questions of procedure. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the Allied and Associated Powers upon resumption of diplomatic 

relations with Germany, should be represented at Berhn hy Charges 
d’ Affaires and that they should fix later a suitable date for sendhig 
Ambassadors ; 

(2) that such Allied and Associated Powers as before the war had had 

diplomatic representatives at Dresden and Munich, be qualified to 
continue their representation ; 

(3) that a special Committee should be charged with the study of the 

proper procedure to be followed in the resumption of diplomatic 
relations. This Committee would be composed of members as 
follows : 

America, United States of .... Mr. Grew 

British Empire ...... Hon. C. Tufton 

France ........ M. Berthelot 

Italy ........ M. De Martino 

Japan ........ M. Shigemitsu 

6. (The Council had before it a note from the Joint Polish and Czecho- 
Plebiscite Procedure Slovak Commissions containing the draft instructions of the 
in the Duchy of Supreme Council to the Plebiscite Commission of Teschen, 
Teschen and the Spitz and Orava (see Appendix E).) 

temiories of Spitz After a short discussion, the Commission being unanimous, 

and Orava ^ 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft instructions to the Plebiscite Commission in the 
Duchy of Teschen and in the territories of Spitz and Orava prepared by 
the Joint Polish and Czecho-Slovak Commissions (see Appendix E). 
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7- (The Council had before it a letter from the chairman of the Polish 
Delegation to the Peace Conference dated October 21st, 

Proposed mumetal ^ ^ ^ ^ Appendix F) .) 

Laroche thought it would be ^\ise for the Polish Com- 
mission to verify without delay the information transmitted 
by Mr. Dmowski. If the information were exact it would be well that the 
Commission prepare a draft note to the German Deiegation demanding 
whether the alleged facts were true and stating that, if so, the xMiies could not 
permit any such manoeuvre. The note w^ould also state that the municipal 
elections would take place after the Inter-Allied occupation and wfoen the 
Plebiscite Commission should have assumed its functions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was in agreement provided it were not stated that the 
elections were to take place immediately after the Commission had taken up 
its duties. 

M. Laroche thought they might say, "as soon as possible', namely, when 
things had become quiet and those persons w^ho had fled before the German 
repression had returned. 

General Le Rond said the question had already been examined by the 
Commission which dealt with the Eastern Frontiers of Germany. It had 
been considered then that the German Government would be unable to hold 
any election before the Inter- Allied occupation and that it would be for the 
Plebiscite Commission to fix the date of the municipal election. It w’ould 
obviously be very grave to let the Germans proceed to elections at that time. 

It was decided: 

(1) to refer at once to the PoHsh Commission for examination and report 

the letter of Mr. Dmowski to the President of the Peace Conference 
showing the intention of the German Government to hold without 
delay municipal elections in Upper Silesia ; 

(2) to ask the Commission, should these facts be found exact, to prepare 

immediately a draft note to the German Government in wrliich it 
would be pointed out that the Allied and Associated Powers would 
not tolerate such a manoeuvre and that the municipal elections 
should be held after the occupation of Upper Silesia by the Allied 
troops and at such a time as the Inter- Allied Plebiscite Commission 
should deem it possible. (See Appendix F.) 


8. (The Council had before it a telegram from the Chairman of the Schles- 
wig Commission, dated October 22nd, 1919 (see Appendix G), and 
Schle^ig ^ transmitted by Baron von Lersner on October 23rd, 1919 
(see Appendix H).) 

M. Laroche said that Sir Charles Marling's telegram brought up a deli- 
cate question. In the note addressed to the German Delegation on July 29th, 
the Allied and Associated Powers had called the attention of the German 
authorities to arrests which had taken place shortly before, for political 
reasons, in the region adjoining the plebiscite zone. To this note the Germans 
replied on August loth that Aey desired to avoid any action of a kind that 
might stir national passions and that they had released the publicist Wall, 
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but M. Wall bad been kept under observation. Did the Council still wish to 
go further and demand the setting at liberty of this person? It would, at any 
rate, be necessary that the German Government should be warned that, if 
arrests had been made in the plebiscite zone, the arrested persons must be 
released. As for the particular case of Wall, it had to be recognized that he 
resided in the zone not subject to plebiscite. 

M. Tittoni said that the German authorities imputed to Wall an action 
tending to detach from Germany a country belonging to it under the terms 
of the Treaty of Peace. 

M. Laroche agreed, but stated that at the time Wall came to Paris — 
and this was the action for which he was reproached — the intention of the 
Allies had been to extend the plebiscite to a third zone, namely, the one 
which Denmark had refused.^ Obviously, they could not do much from a 
legal point of view, but it was to be feared that the German agents would 
make capital of the Wall incident with half-hearted people in the second 
zone, and convince them that if the result of the plebiscite left this second 
zone to Germany, those who had voted for attachment to Denmark would be 
treated as the publicist in question had been. 

Sir Eyre Crowe referred to a further point in Sir Charles Maiiing’s tele- 
gram: the French representative on the Schleswig Commission believed that 
the German Government had been notified that it would be called upon to 
evacuate immediately the third zone if arrests of a political nature should 
occur there. As a matter of fact, it was not so, and the Council had modified 
on July 1 6 th (h. d. 8),'^ the proposal which had been submitted to it by the 
relevant Commission. He suggested therefore that the Schleswig Commission 
be informed accurately on this point, and was prepared, if the Council 
approved, to telegraph to Sir Charles to that effect. 

M. Laroche told the Council that according to a telegram of the French 
representative at Copenhagen, as well as to the note from Baron von Lersner, 
the Germans had sent troops to Flensburg on the pretext of preventing inci- 
dents arising out of unemployment. It was clear that there was therein an 
attempt at bringing pressure to bear on the eve of the plebiscite. They 
could not oblige the Germans to withdraw their troops, but could they not 
send to the spot warships charged with watching what was taking place? 

M. PiGHON thought that it would be wrong to let this action of Germany 
pass without protest. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed, but, at the same time, thought that up to the 
time when the Treaty came into force the German Government had both 
the right and the duty to maintain order in these regions ; and they were not 
in a position to say a priori that any such manoeuvre was intended. 

M. Laroche drew the attention of the Council to the fact that the Ger- 

® For the revision of the earlier proposal to conduct the plebiscite in Schleswig in three 
zones see Vol. I, No. 12, appendix B. Gf. also A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen: Le Slesvig et la 
Paix, Janvier igig-janvier igso (Paris 1928), passim. Also printed ibid., pp. 312-2 J passim, 
are French texts of the present minute (h.d. 76, minute 8) and appendices. 

See Vol. I, No. 12, minute 3 (^). 
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mans had deemed it their duty to advise it of this despatch of troops; doubt- 
less their conscience was not perfectly at ease. The Council could reply 
recognizing the Germans' rights but adding that they, on their side, were 
going to send ships to demonstrate the fact that when the moment arrived 
they were equally interested in the maintenance of order. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether they were in a position to send ships. 

M. Laroche answered that a French ship must be on the eve of arii\ing 
at Copenhagen. 

Sir Eyre Crowe also asked whether they had the right to send ships into 
German ports. 

Mr. Polk thought that they were no more justified in that than in sending 
troops into Upper Silesia before the Treaty came into force. 

hi. Laroche thought it was exactly because that right was debatable that 
he proposed the formula he had just indicated. 

General Le Rond reminded the Council that since the Armistice the 
cruiser Marseillaise had already^been at Flensburg and Sonderburg. 

M. Laroche remarked that certainly the Germans had objected, but on 
the grounds of a particular incident which had arisen. The note might say 
that, in order to avoid any misinterpretation resulting from the despatch 
of warships to Flensburg, the Allies on their part would send ships into the 
harbour without disembarking. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that it would be well to make sure that they had 
ships available. 

M. PiGHON concluded that the naval representatives would come to an 
agreement. 

It was decided: 

(1) that Sir Eyre Crowe should make known to the Chairman of the 

Schleswdg Commission in the name of the Supreme Council, the exact 
sense of the decisions taken by the Council at its meeting of July 8th 
[16th], 1919, with regard to Schleswig ;7 

(2) that on account of recent events at Flensburg, and with the reserva- 

tion that the naval representatives should deem it possible to send 
warships, a note should be sent to the German Delegation to inform 
it that the Allied and Associated Powrers had decided to send war- 
ships to Flensburg. 


g. (The Council had before it a note of the Drafting Committee dated 
October 23rd, 1919 (see Appendix I).) 

German and Cheysson said that in the draft telegram which the 

i^Tu^ey ^ ^ Financial Commission had already prepared^ it had been indi- 
cated to the High Commissioners at Constantinople that the 
Council supported them in such measures as they had taken. This indica- 
tion did not appear in the draft prepared by the Drafting Committee. It 
would perhaps be wise to communicate to the High Commissioners the note 
of the Drafting Committee. 

Mr. Polk asked what the Drafting Committee thought about it. 

® See No. 4,’ note 2. 
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M. Fromageot said he could only reply for himself. It seemed to him 
preferable to send the telegram as it had been prepared by the Drafting 
Committee and to address also to the High Commissioners a copy of their 
note. They would thus have complete security for the past as weU as for the 
future. The considerations developed in their report would give the High 
Commissioners all the arguments tending to justify^ if that should be neces- 
sary^ the attitude they had taken in the past. The Drafting Committee would 
further suggest to the Council the advantage of inserting in the Treaty with 
Turkey a clause which should give to the High Commissioners final discharge 
in respect of all operations carried out by them, and which should fix the 
allocation of sums accruing from liquidations carried out up to the time of 
the coming into force of the Treaty with Germany. 

It was decided : 

(1) to approve the note of the Drafting Committee dated October 23rd, 

1919, relative to German and Austrian banks in Turkey; 

(2) to send to the Allied High Commissioners at Constantinople the draft 

telegram enclosed in the above note and at the same time to send a 
copy of this note to the Allied High Commissioners (see Appendix I). 

10. M, PiGHON proposed at the next meeting, which at Mr. Tittoni’s request 
would be on Tuesday,^ to discuss the violations of the Armistice 
Determination of nominations for Chairmen of the different 

SS* Government Oonmmsiom. 


II, Mr. Polk asked whether the question of the boundaries of Albania 
^ ^ ^ could not be referred forthwith to the appropriate Commission 

Albania examination and report. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether this question could be detached 
from the whole Adriatic question. 

M. Tittoni did not think one could separate from the Adriatic question 
that of the mandate claimed by Italy for Albania, but the specific question 
of boundaries might quite well be considered separately. 

Mr. Polk thought that the boundary question was indeed a question 
apart. The line of the Albano-Greek frontier would be fixed shortly; else- 
where the problem of the Albanian frontiers involved Serbian and Monte- 
negran questions, but nevertheless if the question were studied now, time 
would be saved. When the proper time arrived the Council would have a 
report before it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed but tho.ught on the whole that in such a country 
as Albania the limitation of boundaries was largely a matter of political com- 
promise: the solutions arrived at in neighbouring regions should be known. 
He would Hke the matter discussed provided the problem was discussed in 
all its bearings. 

M, Tittoni said that the Council was already in possession of a report on 
the subject of the line of boundary between Albania and Greece; why not 

® October 28, 1919- 
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prepare a report on the Albano-Serbian frontier? ^Vhen the Council came 
to ^scuss the question there would be nothing to hinder its examining the 
matter as a whole. Then would be the time to introduce considerations of a 
political nature. For the moment let the Commission investigate the line 
guided by ethnographical considerations. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if he might remark that the Territorial Commis- 
sions charged with the determination of frontiers were not ,guided in the 
work simply by ethnographical considerations. 

M. Berthelot thought that so far as concerned Albanian frontiers, 
Treaties prior to this war supplied already a general basis. If they were to 
modify the frontiers which had then been traced it would be in \irtue of 
essentially political considerations and these considerations were bound up 
with decisions still to be arrived at affecting the Adriatic. 

M. Tittoni added that this bond existed particularly for Italians who had 
associated the question of the mandate in Albania with the concessions that 
they made in Dalmatia, the two problems being inseparable. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked why not then tackle the problem as a whole at 
once. 

M. PiGHON remarked that as Mr. Polk and M. Tittoni were to meet that 
day they might await the result of their conversation. 

Mr. Polk then withdrew his proposal. 

It was decided: 

to adjouxiL the discussion of this question until a future meeting, 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

H 6 tel de Crillon^ 

Paris, October 25, 1919* 


Appendix A to No. 6 

Memorandum from the British Delegation 

The following telegram, addressed to the Supreme Council, has been received 
from the President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission : 

‘Considering that Admiral Goette*° persists in paying no attention to the 
orders emanating from the Interallied Naval Armistice Gommission, it is pro- 
posed to send Admiral Goette the following telegram tomorrow night: 
‘(Beginning of the telegram) : 

‘Considering that you persist in paying no attention to the orders which are 
given you by the President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission, 
partictilarly as relates to : 

I. The delivery of tank vessels; 

II. The sending to the Firth of Forth of five ships, in execution of the order 
of the Supreme Council,^' which w^as the object of my telegram No. 
1840 of October i6th; 

President of the German Naval Armistice Commission. 

See VoL I, No. 74, minute i and appendix A. 
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III. The sending of the ships or Estland [^zV] (see my telegrams 1300 

of October I7th5 1930 of October 17th and 1100 of October i8th); 

IV. The answer to my telegram No. 1200 of October yth, asking for a state- 

ment on the measures taken on the occasion of the Claymore incident- 

V. The case of several merchant ships which have not been delivered; 
You are informed by the present, that as long as the orders given by the Inter- 
allied Naval Armistice Commission are not executed, no German ship will be 
given freedom of the seas, either Baltic waters, or elsewhere. (Here ends the 
telegram.) 

"The approval of the Supreme Council is requested. — 1329.’ 

Pending the arrival of instructions from London, the British Delegation is not 
able to discuss this question. 


October j?^, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 6 

Memorandum from the British Delegation 

The following telegram, addressed to the Supreme Council has been received 
from the President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission: 

I refer to telegram 319 from the President of the Interallied Armistice 
Commission, dated October 22nd. On account of the decision of the Supreme 
Council on the subject of the German note, asking that the embargo put on 
navigation in the Baltic be only applied whenmilitary reasons make it necessary,^ 
the telegram which it was proposed to send to Admiral Goette, has not been sent. 

Since October 22nd requests numbers 3 and 4 have been complied with, but 
the important points numbers i, 2 and 5, have not yet begun to be executed. 

October 25, igig. 


Appendix G to No. 6 
[Embargo on German Shipping in the Baltic) 

Proposed Drcft Reply to the German Delegation Note of 
October 17, prepared by the Allied Naval Advisers 

The Allied and Associated Governments have examined the request contained 
in the Note of October 1 7 from the German Government, concerning the restric- 
tions placed on the sailings of German fishing vessels and other small craft in the 
Baltic,^ and have instructed A,N.A.G. to take whatever steps are possible to meet 
the requests of the German Government, in so far as these steps do not interfere 
with any military measures that are considered necessary. 

October 24, igig. 


Appendix D to No. 6 

Note by the British Delegation for Submission to the 
Supreme Council 

The Governments of the United States, France, Great Britain, Italy and Japan 
have agreed on a uniform course of actions as regards the resumption of diplomatic 
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relations with Germany and propose to be represented at Berlin at first bv Charges 
d’ Affaires. 

The British Government would be glad to know the of the Supreme 

Council on the following points : — 

1. How should the names of the representatives chosen and the dates of their 
arrival be notified to the German Government? Should this he done through the 

neutral Governments which now represent the five Powers at Berlin in the case 

of Great Britain, the Netherland Government? 

2. Should the credentials of the five representatives be in the usual form? 

3. Should the five representatives follow the procedure customarv' in the case 
of a newly arrived Head of a Mission as regards official caUs, etc., while of course 
abstaining from any relations with the Austrian, Hungarian, Bulgarian and 
Turkish Missions till the Treaties of Peace with their respective Governments 
have been ratified ? 

4. Should the procedure agreed on, whatever it may be, be also followed at 
Alunich and Dresden? 

5. When should the five representatives proceed to their posts? 

October 24. igiQ, 


Appendix E to No. 6 

Joint note of the Polish and Czechoslovak Commissions relative to the plebiscite in 
the Duchy of Teschen and the Territories of Spisz dtid Orava, 

A decision taken by the Supreme Council under date of September 27th last,^- 
established the method of carrying out the plebiscite to be instituted in the terri- 
tories of Teschen, Spisz and Orava, and determined the powers of the Interallied 
Commission charged with the task of organizing the plebiscite and of supervising 
its execution. 

The Commissions which elaborated the plebiscite plan consider it necessar^^ that 
the instructions given to the Interallied Commission by virtue of the above cited 
decision be made clear on certain points, and that at the same time more latitude 
in interpretation be accorded the Commission in order that it may more easily 
cope \\ith the difficulties which might be encountered locally on account of the 
difference of views of the Poles and of the Czecho-Slovaks. 

To this end the Commissions have the honour to submit here^rith, for the 
approval of the Council, the following resolution which, if it is adopted, should 
be communicated in the form of instructions to the members of the Plebiscite 
Commission: 

The Supreme Council judges it desirable to define as follows the provisions of 
the resolution of September 27 th, as well as the powers confided to the International 
Plebiscite Commission by this resolution. 

As stated by the decision of September 27th, the Commission alone shall have 
authority to interpret this decision, to decide just what are the 

ompe ence of administration and police powers which it appears to it necessar\^ to 
the Commtssion . . f r j j i ^ 

exercise to insure the maintenance 01 order and the normal existence 

of the country. It may hear the Polish and Czecho-Slovak representatives, but 

merely in a consultative capacity. 

See VoL I, No. 66, minute 8. 
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Also, in its decisions, the Commission should not consider itself as bound by the 
various indications contained in the minutes of the sessions of the Paris Commis- 
sions, or in the other documents placed at its disposition. It should only consider 
them as indications facilitating the study of the problem : it shall be solely guided 
by the decision of September 27th and by the present instructions. 

The Polish and Czecho-Slovak Delegations have requested that modifications 
Conditions be introduced in the conditions governing the right of suffrage as fixed 
governing in Article 5 of the resolution of September 27th. 
the right The Poles consider that domicile ought to be taken as the sole basis 
of suffrage of a right to vote, in order that this right may be refused to persons 
who have, for some time, ceased to inhabit the country. They consider, further, 
that domicile ought to entail a right to vote if it is prior to November 3rd, 1918. 

The Czechs, on the contrary, desire that ‘indigenat’ [Heimatsrecht) alone be taken 
into consideration. 

It is impossible to accede wholly to either one or the other of these propositions. 

The Czecho-Slovak proposal refuses the right to vote to a number of inhabitants ' 
who, although not possessing ‘indig^nat’, have none the less been located in the 
region for some time. 

The modification of date proposed by the Poles tends to accord voting rights 
to elements too recently arrived in the country, and to the participation in the 
plebiscite of that part of the population whose floating character is difficult to 
contest and whose admission to voting rights could only be justified on political 
grounds and not by durable bonds of attachment to this region. 

In establishing the list of voters, the Commission should not only conform to 
the letter of the provisions of Article 5, paragraph r, but be guided also by their 
spirit, in order fully to respond to the clear intention of the Supreme Council. The 
right to take part in the plebiscite should only be accorded to those who may be 
considered in good faith as meeting the conditions fixed by the Supreme Council, 
that is; 

1. To those who possessed ‘indigenat’ prior to August ist, 1914. 

2. To those who, without having fulfilled that formality, had their habitual 
residence in the region from a date which could not be subsequent to August ist, 
1914. 

Thus, one could only accord the vote to persons who possessed findigenat’ pre- 
vious to the ist of August, 1914, if their behaviour showed that they had not 
disinterested themselves from the region or allowed their connections with the 
region to be severed. On the other hand, the right to vote could only be based 
upon residence previous to the ist of August, 1914, if that residence had been 
habitual, actual, residence prolonged until the date of the plebiscite. Persons 
could not be admitted to the vote who, after having resided outside of the region 
during this period, only returned to participate in the plebiscite. Force majeure 
(military service, etc.) could only be invoked if the person in question has shown 
his attachment to the country by the fact that he had been there for a considerable 
period previous to 1914, or by other evidence of a nature to leave no doubt as to 
his intention of making that region the place of his habitual residence (property 
holding and the maintenance of his family in the country, etc.). 

Within these limits, the Commission has full power without appeal to decide 
the conditions of the vote. 
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Appendix F to No. 6 


Polish Delegation 
TO THE 

Peace Conference. 

PARIS. October 21, igig* 

From: Roman Dmowski, 

To: President Clemenceau. 


The German Government has decided to take advantage of the short period 
remaining before the occupation of Upper Silesia by Allied troops, to conduct 
communal elections in that province. Electoral lists have akeady been prepared 
and exposed to the public. The electoral colleges will be convoked in the very 
near future. 

The purpose of this measure, put into operation in great haste, is clearly evident. 
Following the insurrection of the Polish population in Upper Silesia, provoked 
intentionally by the Germans, thousands of Poles tvere arrested and deported to 
German provinces; more numerous still are those who were obliged to take refuge 
in Polish territory already liberated. The amnesty recently discussed between the 
Polish and German Governments has not yet been realized. Under these condi- 
tions, an important number of electors are unable to take part in the election; 
thus the result of these preliminary elections must in no sense be considered as the 
true expression of opinion in the country. All electors subject to the exceptional 
regime still in force in Upper Silesia wtiU be deprived of an opportunity to express 
their opinions. But this is exactly the reason why the German Government hastens 
to conduct the elections; it wishes to prove to the inter-allied occupation authori- 
ties, and to the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Pow’ers that 
the universal suffrage as applied to the communal elections gives Germany full 
justification and confirms her assertions regarding the German character of Upper 
Silesia. Moreover, the communal authorities, elected under similar circumstances, 
will be docile instruments in the hands of the Gterman Government, with which 
she intends to influence the result of the plebiscite. It is also certain that the 
German Government will do everything in its power to insure the election of 
persons who, by remaining in the country, would serve as supporters of her policy. 

The Polish Delegation, in a note dated July 5th last, indicated that it is impor- 
tant to proceed with the communal elections, but under a regime of occupation 
by Allied troops, because this occupation alone could furnish sufficient impartiality 
guarantees \sic\ concerning the organization and conduct of these elections. 

Considering that the communal elections decreed for Upper Silesia are to be 
regarded as a manoeuvre on the part of the German Government tending the 
result [sic] of the plebiscite, the Polish Delegation has the honour to request the 
Supreme Council of the Principal Allied and Associated Powders to kindly take any 
measures it may deem necessary to cause a revocation of the communal elections 
in Upper Silesia by the German Government, and to have these elections operated 
under the control of the I nter- Allied occupation authorities after a reasonable 
electoral period, and upon a basis of the lists which are to be prepared after the 
evacuation of the province by the German Authorities. 

Accept, etc. 

Rorl\n Dmowski. 
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Appendix G to No. 6 


Telegram to the Supreme Council from Sir C. Marling, Chairman of the Slesvig Com^ 
mission, relative to Political Arrests in Slesvig, 


COPENHAGEN, October ^2, igig. 

About July 20th the Slesvig Commission at Paris suggested to the Supreme Coun- 
cil that a request should be addressed to the German Government to give strict 
instructions to the German officials in the Third Zone to abstain from political 
arrests, on the understanding that the evacuation of that zone would be imme- 
diately required in case any instances of such arrests, which could not but vitiate 
the results of the plebiscite, were reported by the International Commission. 

The Commission was never authoritatively informed whether the Supreme 
Council approved this proposaP and addressed the necessary communication to 
the German Government on the subject, but my French colleague believes this 
to be the case. 

A concrete instance has now occurred in the case of the publicist Wall. This 
man was arrested last July and released at the instance of the late French Minister, 
yet the German authorities have since confined him to his own house, and the 
Commission hereby requests authority to demand of the German Delegate that 
Mr. Wall shall be restored to complete liberty, and to quote in so doing, the 
above mentioned resolution of the Supreme Council. 

Appendix H to No. 6 

Note delivered by Baron von Lersner, October 23, igig- 

For several weeks Flensburg has been suffering from gross excesses committed 
by strikers and members of the seamen’s league. Crews who wish to work are 
threatened; provisioning is jeopardized. On the i6th instant the Hotel de Ville 
was taken by assault and impossible demands made on the magistrates. Conse- 
quently, we were obliged to comply with the urgent request of the authorities and 
of the citizens of Flensburg to take measures for military protection. 

Appendix I to No. 6 

Note for the Supreme Council concerning German and Austrian 
Banks in Turkey, 

1st. The measures taken since the Turkish Armistice and until the entry into 
force of the German Treaty (and afterwards the Austrian Treaty) are protected 
from German or Austrian Claims: isU By virtue of Articles 19 and 23 of the 
Turkish Armistice which forbids the presence of Austrian or German subjects in 
Turkey or of any relations between Turkey and Germany (and Austria) ; and 2nd, 
by virtue of Article 439 of the German Treaty (Article 377 of the Austrian Treaty) 
by virtue of which Germany (and Austria) renounced any claim concerning 
measures taken by the Powers prior to the entry into force of the Treaty. 

2nd. After the entry into force of the German Treaty (and afterwards the 
Austrian Treaty) the control measures taken or to be taken by the Powers are 
covered: ist, by the articles of the Turkish Armistice above referred to; 2nd, by 
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the right vested in Powers occupying a territory- to supervise, for reasoi:is of militriry 
security, any enterprise whatsoever situated in occupied country-. 

The Drafting Conamittee has no knowledge as to whether the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers intend to operate liquidations after the entry* into force of 
the German Treaty (and of the Austrian Treaty-}, but if such liquidations are to 
be operated it would be advantageous to have these measures covered later in the 
Turkish Treaty. 

In fact, the Allied and Associated Po^vers have, in relation to Germany, Article 
155 of the German Treaty (and in relation to Austria, Article 86 of the Austrian 
Treaty), entire authority to fix the fate of the said German and Austrian Banks in 
the Turkish Treaty’^, and Germany and Austria agree at the present time ro all 
stipulations of this nature between the Allied and Associated Powers and Turkey-. 

If these considerations are fully founded, it would be opportune to instruct the 
High Commissioners at Constantinople as follows : 


Draft of Telegram to the High Commissioners at Constantinople 
Replying to your telegram 1.792 of September 23rd with regard to the attitude 
to be adopted concerning the German and Austrian banks in Turkey, the Govern- 
ments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers agree to not proceed , after 

the entry into force of the German Treaty, and afterwards of the Austrian Treaty, 
with the operation of any liquidation measures, but they reserv'e the right to take, 
even after the entry into force of these Treaties, all supervision measures deemed 
necessary concerning the said banks. These measures will be justified: ist, by 
Articles 19 and 23 of the Turkish Armistice; and 2nd, by the right vested in 
Pow-ers occupying the territory to supervise, for reasons of military^ security-, any 
enterprise whatsoever situated in said occupied territory-. 

It will be expedient to fix the fate of the said banks in the stipulations of the 
arrangements with Turkey, as Germany (Article 153^^ of the German Treaty-} and 
Austria (Article 86 of the Austrian Treaty) have already agreed to any- stipulations 
of this nature between the Allied and Associated Powers and Turkey’. 

For the Drafting Committee 
Henri Fromageot. 


In error for 155. 


October 25, igig * 


No. 7 

H. D. 77.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d^Orsay, Paris, on Tuesday, 
October s8, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenccau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; seciietary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: US. A.: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: 

Capt. G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 
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The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 

U-S,A,i General Tasker H. Bliss, Brig. Gen. Cheney, Rear-Admiral 
McCully, U.S.N. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Commandant [Commander] 
Lucas, General Groves, Colonel Kisch, Captain Fuller. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Niessel, M. Laroche, 
M. Kammerer, Commandant Le Vavasseur, Cap[i]tain[e] de corvette 
Fabre, Captain Roper. 

Italy: General Cavallero, C. Amiral Grassi, Lieut.-Col. Scelzo, Capt, 
de corvette Ruspoli. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. (The Council had before it a letter from Marshal Foch, dated October 
15th, igipj to M. Clemenceau, with annexed note (see 
Constitution of Inter- Appendix A) .) 

Allied Military Orgmi- PoLK observed that he only received the letter 

zation for the execution , ^ i ^ i ^ p 

cfth clauses of the question late the night before. 

Treaty with Germany M. Glemengeau asked if he desired to adjourn the 
consideration of this question. 

Mr. Polk thought that it would be useful to discuss the questions involved 
although he did not think that any conclusions could be reached at that 
meeting, 

M. Clemenceau inquired if Sir Eyre Crowe was in the same situation, 
and briefly summarized the letter and note, adding that he intended to 
appoint Marshal Foch as the French Representative on the Inter-Allied 
I^litary Organization which it was intended to constitute and he thought 
that he should have the presidency thereof. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had hurriedly read the letter and note in 
question but he had not been aware that this point was on the agenda for 
that day. He was not clear as to the exact machinery which it was proposed 
to set up. There were already in existence Commissions of Control which 
would supervise in Germany the execution of the Treaty, and on these 
Commissions representation of all the Allied and Associated Powers was pro- 
vided for. 

M. Clemenceau pointed out that the proposed Military Organization was 
not an ordinary Commission. It was rather a question of creating an Inter- 
Allied Military Organization with executive functions. After the Treaty 
came into force Marshal Foch, as Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Forces, 
would no longer have any command to exercise. He proposed to transfer 
those powers to the Council existing at Versailles and to endow it with 
executive functions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if it was not desired to retain an Inter-Allied 
command. 

M. Clemenceau replied that it was, but that it would be in a different 
form. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that there was already in existence a Council 
sitting at Versailles which, however, had no executive powers but purely 
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ad%isor)^ ones. He felt that he would have tc refer ihe question of the 
organization now proposed to his Gcvemment. Command cf the troops of 
occupation on the Rhine was already settled, the command being vested in 
the Commanding Officer of the French troops of occupation on the Rhine, 
and he thought it was unnecessary to create another intermediate body 
exercising functions of command. 

Marshal Foch pointed out that the troops of occupation on the Rhine 
were not the only ones concerned. He was now asking to be relieved as 
Commander-in-Chief of the Allied forces. It vras, however, necessary to 
ensure the execution of the clauses of the Treaty. It was true that in large 
part this was already confided to the Commissions of Control in Germany, 
but for various reasons a central organization like that at \'ersailles was 
necessary, wnth an Inter- Allied staff: first, it was necessar}" lo have a 
central organization in order to give directions to the various Commissions 
of Control which otherwise would deal with their respective Govern- 
ments, so that confusion and disorder \s’ouId necessarily ensue. For the 
same reasons a central organization was necessary in view of the different 
conditions applying to the Inter-Ailied troops of occupation, inasmuch 
as they were to be stationed in different localities, were of different com- 
position and were subject to different conditions of administration. If 
it became necessary to proceed to affirmative measures on the Rhine, for 
instance, it would be necessary to have a medium for reaching an agreement 
with Belgium with respect to the cooperation of her troops. In like manner 
if it w^'ere also desired to take similar measures on the eastern frontier the 
same necessity existed for coming to an understanding with Poland and 
Czecho-Slovakia. For the foregoing reasons it w^as necessary to have an 
Inter-Allied staff. The Council at Versailles did not at present have execu- 
tive powers, but in February and March, 1918, with Mr. Lloyd George’s 
consent, the Executive War Board sitting at Versailles had been invested 
with executive as well as consultative powers. He proposed the retention 
of the present Council of Versailles with the added attribution of extensive 
executive powers, otherwise the proper execution of the various military 
measures would become impossible. 

Sni Eyre Crowe obseiv'ed that his delegation had already discussed this 
matter and that, although differing on certain points, it had come to a 
similar conclusion. The necessity for a centralized organization with execu- 
tive powers was fully realized. He thought that the Council already existing 
at Versailles was sufficient but that it should remain under the orders of the 
Supreme Council. 

M. Glemengeau replied that of course this would be so. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the Conference might no longer be in session at 
the time referred to. 

M. Glemengeau observ’^ed that this was true but that the necessity of con- 
sulting the respective Governments would still exist and that, therefore, a 
central body with executive powder became more necessary than ever. If the 
various decisions of the Allied and Associated Powders w^ere to be communi- 
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cated to their respective military commanders much confusion would 
inevitably result: it would be preferable to have these orders transmitted by 
a central body sitting at Versailles which would include representatives of the 
Governments concerned. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that a Committee for the coordination of 
questions concerning the interpretation and execution of the clauses of the 
Treaty with Germany had already been decided upon.^ 

Mr. Polk thought that the idea was that such a Committee would have 
no other powers than the winding up of the work of the Conference : it had 
not been contemplated that this Committee of Coordination should resolve 
itself into a continuation of the Conference. 

M. Glemengeau remarked that for whoever knew the Germans it was 
unquestionably true that if we did not see to the proper execution of the 
clauses of the Treaty they would never be executed. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether it would be equally necessary to have some 
central body of naval control. 

M, Glemengeau replied that he did not see why not; that he should like 
that to come about. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he thought that the Committee of Coordina- 
tion which had been decided upon was essential: moreover, that as it could 
transmit orders from the various Governments concerned to their Naval and 
Military Representatives it, in his opinion, was sufficient. 

M. Tittoni in summarizing what Sir Eyre Crowe had said, took it that 
he meant that the existing Council at Versailles should be maintained and 
that it should have the same relations towards the proposed Committee of 
Coordination as it now occupied with respect to the Supreme Council. 

M. Glemengeau observed that the Versailles Council had no executive 
powers at all. 

Marshal Fogh added that he himself now had all executive power. 

M, Tittoni thought that the Council of Versailles should exist under the 
presidency of Marshal Foch with executive powers, receiving its orders from 
the Committee of Coordination in the same manner as it now received such 
orders from the Supreme Council. 

M. Glemengeau explained that the Supreme Council or the Committee 
of Coordination was always to retain the power of decision; that the military 
organization proposed was to be endowed with full executive powers for 
carrying out the orders of the Supreme Council or of the Committee of 
Coordination. He thought it was necessary to have Marshal Foch at the 
head of this proposed military organization at Versailles inasmuch as in 
view of his great prestige, as well as his ability, it would never do for the 
Germans to think that they were finally rid of him. 

Mr. Polk inquired if it was Marshal Foch’s idea that the Interallied 
troops of occupation in Dantzig, Silesia, and other regions would all be under 
the supreme command of the organization at Versailles with its Interallied 
General Staff. 

* See Vol, I, No. 21, minute i. 

84 



M. Clemenceau repKed that this was the case. He thought that the 
questions involved were now clearly understood by eveiwone and he sug- 
gested that their decision be postponed to a future meeting. 

(This was agreed to.) 


2. (The Council had before it telegrams from Sir Edtvard Grey- to Lord 
Curzon and from Lord Curzon to Sir Eyre Cro’ive, both 
dated October 25th5 1919 'see Appendix By 

Sir Eyre Crowe read and commented on the tele- 
grams in question. 

M. Clemexceau obser\’ed that a 
important questions were atvaiting upon ihe possibiliu' 
of setting a definite date for the coining into force of the 
Treat\% which^ needless to say, would be done as soon as possible. 


Communication from the 
British Delegates to the 
International Labour 
Conference at Washing- 
ton urging the Ratifica- 
tion of the Treaty with 
Germany 


great many other 


3. (The Council had before it draft instructions to the Inter- Allied Com- 
mission charged with examining into the evacuation of 
Draft instructions to the the Baltic Protdnces (see Appendix C:.] 

Inter-MUd Commission Clemenceau 'explained that' in the place cf 

General Mangin, General Xiessei had been anpoinied 
Baltic Provinces to the Presidency of this Comimssion: tne (jenera^L naa 

lived for a long while in Russia and was famiuar tvith 
the Russian tongue. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the representatives named on this Commission 
meet and discuss the draft instructions to General Niessel and report back to 
the Conference. 

M. Clemenceau said that they could meet immediately in another room. 

General Niessel remarked that as he had had a conversation with the 
British Representative, General Turner, the day before, he could speak for 
him at this meeting. 

(At this point the military representatives on this Commission left the 
room.) 

M. Tittoni observed that the draft instructions brought up a great many 
poKtical questions also. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that these be discussed immediately. 

M. Berthelot then began to read Section 5 of the draft instructions. 

M. Tittoni, with respect to the last paragraph of Section 5, suggested tnat 
the wording used implied that the Commission would be superior and in 
fact replace the local de facto governments, thus assuming responsibilities 
which properly attached to them. He thought that this clause should be 
so altered that it would be clear that these de facto governments wxre to be 
consulted by the Commission. He suggested that the clause be made to read . 
*The local governments in agreement with the Commission, will take, etc. 

M. Berthelot obser\^ed that this change could easily be made; it w’as 
clear that the Commission could not replace these de facto governments. 

2 Lord Grey was H.M. Ambassador in Washington. 
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Mr. Polk, with respect to the first paragraph of Section 5, inquired 
whether the recognition of the Governments of Latvia, Esthonia and 
Lithuania was implied. 

M. Berthelot said that it was not, that it was only a question of dealing 
with these de facto governments. 

Mr. Polk observed that he had asked the question because the United 
States had not yet recognized these Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crowe, with respect to the last paragraph of Section 6, inquired 
whether it was contemplated that the President of this Commission would 
surely be the representative of the Allied and Associated Powers at Petrograd. 

M. Berthelot said that this was not exactly the meaning : what was meant 
was that the President of this Commission might eventually be designated 
by the Conference as representative in Petrograd of the Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

M. Tittoni thought it would be better to provide that this Commission 
might eventually represent the Allied and Associated Powers at Petrograd, 
rather than that the President thereof should be such representative. 

Mr. Polk wished to raise the point whether there was not great danger 
of this Commission doing much more than it had been meant to do. The 
primary intention was to constitute a commission which should see to it that 
the Germans were driven out of the Baltic Provinces. Under the instructions 
now presented the Commission was apt to engage the Allied and Associated 
Powers in a large number of delicate questions. 

M. Berthelot replied that it was difficult to separate the questions. 
The Germans were in those regions in all conditions and guises and for that 
reason it was necessary to provide for a great number of contingencies and 
to enable the Commission to treat with all the local authorities. It had been 
attempted to formulate a clear and continuous policy with respect to the 
Baltic Provinces; this was a thing which heretofore had been lacking and 
had frequently been a cause of reproach. 

Mr. Polk agreed that a clear and continuous policy was certainly neces- 
sary, but queried whether this was the time to begin to formulate one. He 
found this difficulty: if this Commission was to extend its activities beyond 
driving the Germans out of the Baltic Provinces he would have to refer the 
matter to his Government, inasmuch as many questions would be involved 
which he had always maintained must be settled directly by the Government 
of the United States and not here in Paris by the Council. Especially with 
reference to Russian questions had he always maintained this point of view. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed with Mr. Polk. He added that the Allies had had 
a representative in these regions, namely General Gough. He felt that this 
present Commission was being vested with powers which were formerly 
held by General Gough. It was a new question for him and he would have 
to refer the matter to his Government. 

M. Berthelot had not thought that this was a new question to the 
British Delegation because General March [Marsh], who had succeeded 
General Gough, had told the French Military Representative at Riga that 
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he understood that his mission was being terminated on account of the 
organization of the present Commission, 

Sir Eyre Crow^e remarked that his Government had appointed General 
Kicking^ with detailed instructions. 

M- Berthelot thought that this was a different matter, inasmuch as 
General Hicking's^ purely British mission was only to operate in case of the 
eventual taking of Petrograd. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that however that might be, he felt that the scone 
of this Commission was being unduly extended. He did not -Adsh to be in the 
position of supporting a Commission whose powers might ccnfict with the 
instructions already given to General Hicking's^ mission. 

M. Tittoni said that to his mind the only -way of settling the conditions 
of anarchy existing in these regions w'as to send a Commission with powers 
substantially similar to those embodied in the draft instructions. He was in 
favour of sending this Commission now. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that inasmuch as no troops 'were assigned to 
this Commission it must be given other means of making its decisions and 
authority respected. Unless it clearly represented the Council it would only 
obtain vague promises at Berlin, and on the spot it Avould, as had happened 
before, merely be laughed at by the Germans. 

M. Cleivienceau hoped that the American and British representatives 
would consult their Governments as soon as possible. 

Mr. Polk replied that he would of course do so, but he thought he should 
point out that he did not believe that his Government would be disposed 
to have a military Commission handle matters of this kind, which, were, 
rather, diplomatic in their scope and nature. 

M. Clemengeau said that in such a delicate question all Governments 
should take their share of the responsibility. If this Commission did not have 
a very great moral authority it would be able to accomplish nothing. It was 
also very necessary not to engage in any undertaking of this kind with such 
inadequate means, or under such conditions, that it could not be carried to 
a successful conclusion. He was in favour of granting to this Commission 
powders substantially as laid down in the draft instructions. But, at any rate, 
even if some modifications w^ere to be made, the instructions finally given to 
General Niessel must be absolutely clear. 

Mr. Polk agreed that the instructions to the Commission should be abso- 
lutely clear and added that in Russian and Baltic Provinces questions the 
Allied and Associated Powers had heretofore not been in suiB&cient agree- 
ment and had hesitated unduly. For instance, it would be very advantageous 
to settle at once, if possible, the questions of the recognition of Admiral Kol- 

3 In error for Halting. General Sir R. Halting had been sent upon a special mission to 
General Yudenitch under instructions of October 22, 1919, from the War Office, General 
Halting was instructed to proceed at once to Reval where he should meet General Marsh 
from Helsingfors prior to the return of the latter to England. General Haking’s missioii was 
accredited only to the Russian forces commanded by General Y^udenitch and was thus 
distinct from the Allied Mission under General Niessel concerned with the withdraw’al of 
German forces from the Baltic Provinces. 
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chak’s government and of the provisional governments of the Baltic Provinces. 
He wished again, however, to reiterate that he did not feel that these ques- 
tions should be raised in connection with the instructions to this present 
Commission. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that the draft instructions did not involve 
recognition. He again recalled that the Council had already sent various 
ultimata in vain. If this Mission were despatched with no other power than 
to order the Germans to evacuate the Baltic Provinces failure was bound to 
result. Another alternative was presented : the Germans could be told that 
if they did not evacuate, the Allied and Associated Powers would refuse to 
ratify the Treaty, but this was entirely a different question. 

Mr. Polk agreed but felt that there was some confusion as to the matters 
being discussed. The Germans asked that a Commission should be sent to 
the Baltic Provinces to assist in the evacuation of their troops, and this had 
been accepted. He agreed entirely that the Commission should have ample 
power, but he did not see that that had any connection with giving instruc- 
tions as to what would happen after the capture of Petrograd. It might be 
advisable to contemplate such a contingency but he doubted if his Govern- 
ment would consent to the matter being handled by the sending of this 
Commission. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that Bermont^ had announced that he intended 
to enter Petrograd at the same time as General Yudenitch; it was for this 
reason that he had first wished to occupy Riga. Moreover, Bermont had 
certain relations with elements of Yudenitch’s army. Therefore it was 
difficult to separate these questions. Even if there were to be modifications 
with respect to details he hoped that the main principle could be agreed 
upon. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that the Delegations should consult with their 
Governments at once. 

Mr. Polk thought that perhaps after studying the draft instructions it 
might not be necessary for him to consult his Government on certain points, 
but he doubted whether points such as the relations to be established with 
Esthonia could be settled in this manner. 

General Weygand called the attention of the Council to a telegram 
received from General Dupont desiring that the Commission be sent as soon 
as possible, for two reasons : first, the question was raised as to whether the 
evacuation should take place via the ports of Memel and Konigsberg, and 
this necessarily involved many complicated questions of detail which could 
only be settled on the spot : secondly, Noske^ had made it known that if the 
blockade continued until the completion of evacuation the supply of iron 
ore for the Silesian mines would be cut off and some 200,000 men would be 
thrown out of work. The conclusion necessarily was that this Commission 
should be sent at the very earliest moment possible. 

^ Colonel Prince Bermondt-Avalov was in command of Russo-German forces in the 
Baltic Provinces: see VoL III. 

^ German Minister of Defence (Reichswehr). 
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(At this point the Military Representatives on this Commission re- 
entered the room.) 

M. Glemenceau asked if the Military representatives were unanimous in 
their conclusions. 

General Niessel said that two or three points still remained to be cleared 
up. It was proposed to add to Section 3, paragraph G, the following clause: 
The German Government will give to the Commission and its Agents 
complete authorization to circulate in all the territory occupied by German 
troops." (This was agreed to.) 

General Niessel desired to add to the first paragraph of Section 4 the 
foUowdng clause: ‘German diplomatic and ci\il officials shall leave the 
Baltic Provinces at the same time as the troops." 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether there was any basis of right for this 
action. He maintained that under the terms of the Armistice there existed 
a perfect right to compel the evacuation of the troops but he doubted 
whether there were any legal grounds for compelling the withdrawal of 
diplomatic and civil officials. 

General Niessel said that this additional clause was suggested by reason 
of the request of the British Representative at Riga, %vho felt that these 
diplomatic and civil officials should be compelled to leave at once. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that this was equivalent to forbidding Germany 
to have any diplomatic relations with the de facto governments of the Baltic 
Provinces and he inquired whether the Council wished to go that far. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that the British Representative at Riga had 
made the request in question on account of the excessive number of German 
diplomatic and civil officials now in those regions. However that might be, 
the question remained whether there were any legal grounds for this action 
and he wished to ask what would happen if the Germans would simply 
refuse to recognize the right to demand the withdrawal of these diplomatic 
and civil officials. 

Marshal Foch suggested that to the clause proposed by General Niessel 
there be added the following words: ‘with the exception of those recognized 
by the de facto governments of Esthonia, Lat\ia and Lithuania". (This w^as 
agreed to.) 

General Niessel also desired to add the following clause at the end of 
Section 9: ‘The Allied Navies will supply the Commission with all trans- 
portation necessary and will ensure transmission of the Commission’s 
telegrams." 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that he would have to refer this to the British Naval 
Advisers. As a general observation he inquired whether an agreement could 
not be reached on military matters leaving the political questions for further 
consideration. 

General Niessel explained that unless adequate naval transportation 
were assured the Commission could not reach the necessary localities nor 
function properly. If the Commission had to travel through regions in revolt 
it would surely fail at the very outset. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe inquired if this transportation in any wise referred to 
troop transportation. 

General Niessel explained that it did not. 

(It was agreed to accept the clause proposed by General Niessel to be 
added to Section 9.) 

General Niessel commenting upon Section lo of the draft instructions, 
thought it should be made clear that the Commission was to be superior to 
all military missions in the regions in question, including a British military 
mission under Colonel Tallents. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that Colonel Tallents, a retired Colonel, 
represented the civil power; it wpuld obviously be impossible to subordinate 
a civil mission to a military mission. 

General Niessel observed that he did not desire such subordination if the 
scope of Colonel Tallents’ mission was clearly indicated. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that this mission was accredited to the de 
facto government of Lithuania and was a diplomatic mission. 

General Niessel said that this was satisfactory to him and that he there- 
fore would not suggest adding anything to Section lo. 

Sir Eyre Crowe, referring to the same Section lo, inquired where 
General Niessel intended to establish his headquarters. 

General Niessel explained that he could not determine that point until 
he reached Berlin. His headquarters would have to be established at the 
spot where he could obtain the best local assistance against the Germans. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the provision as to the location of head- 
quarters was so indefinite that he feared that it might possibly be situated at 
Dantzig, which, of course, would lead to fatal complications. 

Genei^al Niessel replied that there was no danger of that. He wished to 
know what provision had been made relative to 'money to be furnished the 
Commission. 

M. Clemengeau remarked that the Council would settle that question. 

General Niessel said that the Commission would need some money 
immediately. For instance part of its duty was to bring about the dissolution 
of Bermont’s Germano-Russian Corps. If it succeeded in this it doubtless 
would have to incur large expenditures by way of payments relative to 
present members of that corps. If the de facto governments of the Baltic 
Provinces should be asked to incur extra expenditures on this account it was 
important that they should be assured of reimbursement by the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

Mr. Polk thought that this matter could be discussed later. 

M. Clemengeau agreed. 

Geneilivl Niessel pointed out that Bermont had close relations with the 
Germans, and at the same time was corresponding with Yudenitch. He 
wished to know whether he should utterly refuse to deal with Bermont, or 
whether he should act towards him in such a manner that it might later be 
possible to make use of him. 
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M. Tittoni thought that the Gommission should be authorized to uie its 
entire discretion. 

General Niessel then brought up the question of the supply of v/ar 
material. He pointed out that it was most essential for the organization of 
any strong local force in the Baltic Provinces to have an ample and regular 
supply of material. The lack thereof had already proved most embarrassing 
to General Gough, and he felt that he could not succeed any better unless 
he were assured of adequate supplies. 

Mr. Polk wished again to revert to the difficult}- he had formerh- felt. It 
might perhaps be advisable to broaden the powers of the Commission, but 
it had not been contemplated that a mission with the powers now contained 
in the draft instructions should be organized; for instance, powers to deal 
with questions of supplies, representation in tlie future, etc. 

General Niessel again pointed out that the Germans could understand 
nothing but force, and the only available forces were the local ones in the 
Baltic Provinces. If these forces were properly armed and equipped the 
Germans, if necessary, could be throwm out of the Baltic Pro\inces, by force. 

Mr. Polk observ'ed that what he had in mind in his preceding remarks 
was the relations with Bermont which had been discussed. 

M. Glemengeau thought this question should be reseived for future 
discussion. 

General Niessel observed that a most important point w^as the attitude 
to be taken with respect to the German Government. He wished to know 
the Supreme Council’s views with respect to the attitude to be taken if the 
evacuation were not properly carried out. 

M. Glemengeau said that General Niessel should ahv'ays insist with the 
utmost firmness on the proper execution of the measures for evacuation, but 
that he should avoid going into any further detail. He suggested that the 
proposals relative to military action contained in the draft instructions be 
adopted and that the discussion of all political questions involved in the said 
draft instructions should be adjourned until such time as the various delega- 
tions could refer these questions to their respective Governments and receive 
answers which could be agreed upon. The instructions could then be sent 
on to the Commission. 

General Niessel remarked that the Commission could not leave before 
the end of the week. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that possibly the Commission could then get 
its instructions before it left. 

(It was agreed to accept M. Clemenceau’s suggestion.) 

(It was decided: 

to adopt the following Sections of the draft instructions to the Inter- 
allied Commission charged with the examination of the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces, — Sections I to IV inclusive. Section IX, and Section X, 
with the following corrections : 

(1) at the end of Section III, paragraph C, the following words should he 
added: ‘The German Government will give to the Commission and 
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its Agents complete authorization to circulate in all the territory 
occupied by German troops.’ 

(2) at the end of the first paragraph, Section IV, the following words 

should be added : ‘German diplomatic and civil ofiSicials shall leave 
the Baltic Provinces at the same time as the troops, with the excep- 
tion of those recognized by the de facto governments of Esthonia 
Latvia and Lithuania.’ ’ 

(3) at the end of Section IX the following words should be added: ‘The 

Allied Navies will supply the Commission with all transportation 
necessary and will assure the transmission of the Commission’s 
telegrams.’ 

It was further decided : 

that the Commission should leave as soon as possible and perform the 
duties entrusted to it without awaiting the instructions as to political 
questions 'which would be forwarded to the Commission after discussion 
and decision thereupon by the Council at a future date.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

PariSj October 28^ 1919. 


Appendix A to No. 7 
Gommander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies 

General Staff, ist Section, No. 4960 G.H.Q.. October 15, igig. 

From: Marshal Foch. 

To : President of the Peace Conference. 

The state of war with Germany 'will cease upon the entry into force of the 
Treaty of June 28, 1919- 

The occupation troops have been reduced to definite proportions and their 
command is assured in conformity with the decisions of the Peace Conference. 
Under these conditions the command of the armies, which was confided in me 
through the confidence of the Allied and Associated Governments, is no longer 
necessary. 

Gor^equentl’y, I have the honour to request that you kindly solicit the French, 
American, British and Italian Governments that I be relieved of the duties 
attributed to me during the conferences of DouUens, Beauvais and Abbeville 
under date[s] of March 26, April 3, and May 2, 1918. 

F. Fogh 

P.S. I enclose herewith a note concerning the constitution of an interallied 
organ which appears to me necessary to ensure the execution of the treaty, and 
the solution of the interallied military questions yet pending. 

F. F. 

(Enclosure) 

JVbte 

The military execution of a Treaty signed by the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments can only be carried out, and satisfactorily terminated, by the constitution 

92 



of an Interallied Military^ organ operating under a single head, in the interest of 
these Governments. 

This organ should have: 

supreme command of the Control Commissions, entrusted v/ith ensuring the 
execution of the military clauses of the Peace Treaties vAth Germany, 
Austria, Bulgaria and Turkey. 

supreme command of the Allied occupation forces established in the Hhine- 
land and in the plebiscite zones. 

the settlement of questions of a military order which might result from anv 
unsatisfactorily regulated European situation, in particular coiicemin£f the 
military aid to be supplied to the armies struggling for order. 

This organ should be constituted in the general form of the Executive Committee, 
created at Versailles in February 1918 for the coordination of miiitaiy operations, 
which would include the assembly of the military' representatives of the Superior 
^Var Council under the Presidency of General [.yfr] Foch. 

Appendix B to No. 7 
Document i 

Telegram from Sir E. [.rzV] Grej fo Lord Ciirzon. 

WASHINGTON, 2jth October 

Over 30 states have announced their intention of being represented ax the 
International Labour Conference, which has been convened by the United States 
Government under the Treaty of Peace and opens on Wednesday next, October 
29th. Their delegates are now arriving at Washington. The Conference, however, 
has no status until the Treaty of Peace has become operativ'e and delay may 
necessitate an adjournment. This will cause great inconvenience and hav'e an 
unfortunate effect on the labour situation in many countries. Can yuu ensure 
that the Supreme Council at Paris, which, it is understood, is now considering the 
date of the formal exchange of ratifications on which the coining into force of the 
Treaty depends will bear in mind the great importance for the Labour Conference 
of bringing it into force at the earliest possible date? I am sending this telegram 
after consultation with Barnes, and Delevingne,^ who attach great importance to 
it and it is obvious that a most embarrassing situation must arise for the delegates 
here unless by the exchange of ratifications at Paris the Labour Conference is 
regularised by Wednesday next, October 29th. 

Document 2 

Telegram from Lord Curzon to Sir E. Crowe 

October 55, igig. 

Please bring the matter immediately to the notice of the Supreme Council and 
urge that everything possible may be done to ensure that the Conference shall 
be able to begin at the earliest possible moment although we fear, in view of 

6 Sir M. Delevingne was an Assistant Under-Secretary of State in the Home Office and 
had been a British representative on the Gommission of the Peace Conference on Inter- 
national Labour Legislation. 
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your reports, that it will be impossible to fix the date of ratification before 
November iith. 


Draft 


Appendix G to No. 7 
Instructions for General Niessel 


I. Decision of the Supreme Council 

The persistent violation, on the part of the German Government and the 
German Generals operating in the Baltic Provinces, of the prescriptions of 
Article 12 of the Armistice of November ii, 1918 (confirmed by Article 433 of 
the Peace Treaty of June 28, 1919 with Germany) has caused numerous protests 
from the Supreme Council, and a resolution under date of October loth deciding 
upon the constitution of an Inter-Allied Commission to supervise the evacuation 
of the Baltic Provinces by German troops.^ 


2. Composition of the Inter-Allied Commission 

General Niessel is selected to exercise the Presidency of this Commission, which 
shall comprise the following members : 

British Representative: General . . 

American „ Brigadier General S. A. Ghenay 

Italian „ Brigadier General Marietti 

Japanese „ Major G. Takeda, Infantry. 

3. Evacuation Supervision 

The German Government alone is held responsible for the execution of the 
evacuation. 

The Inter-Allied Commission is authorized to exercise, with full liberty of action, 
wherever it may judge necessary, control of the execution of the evacuation 
measures ordered by the German Government. 

To this end, the Commission: 

[a) shall acquire full knowledge, through the German Government at Berlin, 
of the measures taken by Germany with a view to establishing the condi- 
tions of the evacuation. 

(^) shall receive communication of the instructions, given by the German 
Command of the Baltic regions, concerning the application of these 
measures. 

(<?) shall, should it judge necessary after a local examination of the situation, 
address any proposal to the German Government of a nature to facilitate, 
ensure and hasten the execution of the evacuation. 


4. Conditions governing the Evacuation 

The execution of the provisions of Article 1 2 of the Armistice implies not only 
the retreat of the constituent German unities [jw] now located in the Baltic 
provinces with their staffs and full service, but also the recall of all German 

^ See Vol. I, No. 71, minute 4. 

® Thus in original. The -British representative was General A. J. Turner (see minute 3 
above). 
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military who, after demobilization, individually or in groups, entered the service 
of the Russian corps organized in the said provinces. 

The supervision shall cover, not only the execution of the evacuation move- 
ments, but as well the verification of the material accompaming the German 
troops, in order to prevent the removal of any material or supplies that does not 
belong to these troops. 


5. Relations with the Local Governments 

The Commission shall establish a liaison with the de facto governmeirts in 
Latvia, Esthonia and Lithuania, which have been recognized as suca by the 
Allied Governments, and with whom they entertain unofficial relations. 

The Commission shall see that the authority and prerogatives of these Govern- 
ments are respected by the German or Germano-Russian troops and shall stop ail 
interference of these troops in the internal affairs of the said states. 

The Commission shall attempt to develop relations of military solidarity between 
the Esthonian, Lettish and Lithuanian Governments with a view to a union of 
effort, in the struggle which they have imdertaken, to liberate their countries of 
German occupation, and in their common defence against the Eoishe\ist5. 

The Commission shall take, in concert with these Governments, all measures 
necessary for the maintenance of order in the evacuated territories, proportionate 
with the retreat of the German troops, and the dissolution of the Germano-Russian 
troops. 


6. Relations with the Governments and the Russian Armies 
operating in the Baltic Provinces 

{a) Russian Government 

The Inter-Allied Commission is not to assert itself, as for or against the Russian 
Government, called Northwest, presided over by Mr. Lianosof,^ concerning which 
the Government of Admiral Koltchak has made no definite decision, and which 
has not yet been recognized by the Allied and Associated Powers, even as a local, 
or defacto^ Government. 

The Commission shall refuse to recognize the doubtful, Pseudo-Russian Govern- 
ment, recently created at Mitau by Count Phalen [Pahlen], "vvith the assistance 
of important German bankers and Russian reactionaries.^® 

(i) Russian armies 

The Inter-Allied Commission will make every effort to bring about the dissolu- 
tion of the Bermont Germano-Russian corps which, with German assistance, is 
attacking the Lettish troops under pretext of contributing to the defeat of the 
Bolshevists. 

' The Commission shall keep in constant contact with the Russian army, com- 
manded by General Youdenitch, operating against the Bolshevist with a view to 
delivering Petrograd from their tyranmcal anarchy. The Commission shall serve 
as an intermediary between the Russian General and the Alhed and Associated 

Powers. ^ 

In the event that the Russian Capital be occupied, the Pr^ident of the Com- 
mission shall be authorized to eventually represent the Alhed and Associated 

« Gf. Vol. I, No. 38, minute 2- 

For tVtig administration see Vol. Ill in this series. 
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Powers therein, to ensure the protection of their interests, and prevent the execu- 
tion of massacres or reprisals. 


7. Relations with Fmland 

The Inter-Allied Commission shall keep in constant contact with the Allied 
Military Missions located in Finland. It will inform the Supreme Council con- 
cerning the negotiations which might be established between the Russian and the 
Balkan [Baltic] provinces, and the Finnish Government, and would eventually com- 
municate the views of the Allied and Associated Powers to them. 

8. Relations with Poland 

The Commission shall keep in constant contact with the Allied Military Missions 
operating with the Polish Government, It will make every effort to ensure an 
understanding between the Lithuanians and the Poles concerning the decisions of 
the Conference, and shall inform the Supreme Council to that effect. 

9. Action of the Allied J^avy in the Baltic 

The Commission shall establish relations with the Interallied Maritime Com- 
mand in the Baltic, which shall furnish information relative to the naval operations 
undertaken, either to support the liberation of Pctrograd, or to block the provision- 
ing of the Bolshevists by sea, in conformity with the decisions of the Conference. 
The Commission will serve as an intermediary between the Supreme Council and 
the Allied Navy. 


10. Powers of the Commission 

In order to accomplish its mission, the Allied Commission shall have at its 
disposal the personnel of the British and French Allied Missions now operating 
in Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania with a view to prevent any isolated initiative 
or divergence of action. 

The Commission may appeal to the personnel of the French Military Mission 
in Poland if need be, and in accord with General Henrys. 

The Commission, in accord with the Baltic Governments at Reval, Riga and 
Kowno, shall be assured of the cooperation of the local authorities if such assistance 
is deemed necessary. 

The General, President of the Commission, shall determine the location of his 
headquarters in the Baltic provinces. He shall have free use of the telegraphic 
and radio-telegraphic lines and stations for his communications. 

1 1 . General Instructions 

The primordial and essential purpose of the Commission is based on the 
necessity of liberating the Baltic States of all German occupation and enterprise 
of every kind, and keeping in mind the fact that Germany alternatively aids the 
Sovietist authorities and the autocratic Russian organizations, as she has repeatedly 
done since the commencement of the Russian revolution. 

The Commission will also make every effort to preserve the Baltic province 
from tyranny and Maximilian (Maximalistest) [^zr] anarchy. 

The Allied and Associated Governments desire to favour the legitimate aspira- 
tions of the populations of Esthonia, Lithuania and Latvia who wish to definitely 
organize their internal life on stable bases. 

Although the Allied and Associated Governments are opposed to the dismember- 
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ment of Russia, and favourable to a reconstitution of its unity the}' deem it et. uitaLie 
to ensure the interior independence, acquired at the price of great sacrifice, of the 
Baltic countries, and essential to the free developnteni cf their indhhdual per- 
sonality. The declaration made by the Allies to Admiral Koltchak on Mav 27, 
19^9^ pro\-ided for, on one hand, the autonomy of the Baltic States and the free 
constitution of the Government, and, on the other, the guarantees due to Russia 
concerning her access to the sea and the libert}- of her econc-mic exchange. 

It ^vill be within the province of the League of Nations to interrtne tor the 
definite establishment of relations in the Baltic States and of the future Government 
of Russia, if a direct agreement is not consummated. 


No. 8 

H. D. 78.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fiie Great 
Powers held in M. Pichoifs Room at the Quci d'Orsaj, Paris, on Wednesda-,, 

October sg, igig, at xo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Haitrison. 

British Empire-. Sir E-yTe Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xcrman. 

France'. M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, IM. Eerthelot, 
M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy*. !M. Scialoja; secretary, AI. Barone Russo. 

Japan*. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A. \ Capt. B, "Winthrop. British Empire*. Capi, 
G. Lothian Small. France*. M. ]Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following ^vere also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: General Tasker H. Bliss, Mr. E. L. Dresel, Colonel J. A. Logan, 
Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire : General Groves, Air Commander Smith, Captain Fuller, 
Lieut. Commander Dunne, Lieut. Colonel Kisch. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, M. Henry' Berenger, 
M. Laroche, Commandant Levavasseur, IM. de Celle, Capitaine de 
Corvette Fabre, M. Kammerer, Capitaine Roper, General Niessel. 
Italy: M. Stranieri, Lieut. Col. Piccio, Capt, de Corvette Ruspoli. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. (The Council had before it a report from the Marshal, Commander-in- 

Chief of the Allied Armies dated October 23, 1919 (see 
Violations by Appendix A), a note in three parts from the British Delegation 
October 23, 24 and 25, 1919 (see Appendix B)i and a 
Clauses letter from the Minister of Finance to the Marshal, Com- 

mander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies (see Appendix G).) 
General Weygand read and commented upon the report dealing with 

I The filed original of this appendix, as printed below, contained a note from the British 
delegation in two parts dated respectively October 23 and 25, 19 ^ 9 ' 
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the violations of the clauses of the Armistice, the preparation of which had 
been entrusted to the Armistice Commission at Cologne. 

Captain Fuller read and commented upon the notes from the British 
Delegation dealing with violations of the Naval Glauses of the Armistice. 

M. DE Celle read and commented upon the letter from the Minister of 
Finance to the Marshal, Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies, and 
added thereto the following observations: 

The Germans were to have supplied a complete list of the plunder and 
thefts committed by them; there were numerous omissions in the lists 
supplied. It had been indicated clearly to the Germans that in matters of 
specie and personal property omission might occur only in exceptional 
cases and that they should be made known witliin twenty-four hours of their 
discovery. The despatch of a new truckload of property had just been made 
known to them. They had to acknowledge that the German del^ates in 
Paris were actually doing their best to give satisfaction. 

Similarly, the documents which Clause 13 of the Protocol of Spa, dated 
December ist, 1918, had in mind, concerning notes issued by towns during 
the German occupation (list of printed notes, lists of notes whose issue had 
been authorized, list of notes actually issued, list of water-marked paper 
stocks, etc,,) had notso far been supplied, notwitlistanding the formal promise 
made by Germany to send them before December lotlr, 1918. Those lists 
were of extreme importance in order to discover and suppress possible forgery. 

Lastly, as for the recovery of objels tPart, if those that belonged to public 
museums had been restored this was not the case witli objets d’art or fiuniture 
taken from private houses. The Germans professed that there had been no 
official storage of these objects : they knew, however, that the experts who 
had superintended their collection had worked publicly and that furniture 
and pictures had been carefully packed for transport. It was impossible to 
admit, as the Germans pretended, that the vanished furniture had been 
used merely for furnishing posts of command or dugouts, 

M. Glemenceau asked whether a member of the Council wished to make 
any remark. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished for the moment to leave aside the two most 
serious violations of the Armistice, namely, the question of the Baltic Pro- 
vinces and the Scapa Flow incident, to which he intended to return. As for 
the other violations it was important to adhere to this : that obligations incur- 
red by the terms of the Armistice be retained when the Treaty came into 
force. Guarantees to this effect were necessary. If their legal advisers were 
of the opinion that the stipulations of the Armistice would no longer subsist 
with the coming into force of the Peace Treaty, it was absolutely necessary 
to oblige the Germans to sign a specM Protocol assuring to the Powers every 
possible guarantee corresponding to the guarantees of the Armistice. 

MLr. Polk agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe that the legal advisers should be 
consulted. 

M. SciALOjA found the difficulty to arise out of the fact tihat the conven- 
tions of the Armistice, while constituting a veritable treaty, had been imposed 
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in military’ form. He thought there were grounds for preparing a Protocol 
enumerating all the obligations still to be fulfilled, but what sanctions would 
the Council still wield since the coming into force of the Treaty would 
deprive it of the sanctions which the Armistice afforded? It was necessarc 
that the Protocol itself incorporate sanctions. 

SiR Eyre Crowe maintained that for the very reason adduced by M. 
Scialoja he haSi drawn the distinction between the more imponant and the 
less important \iolations of the Armistice: was not such sanction necessary’ 
for the less important violations? 

M. Clemengeau thought that they did not wish to commit tiiemseives to 
a perfectly futile manifestation; a definite date had to be fixed. As a matter 
of form it would be w’ell to say that unless the obligations undertaken were 
fulfilled they would have to demand sanctions w'hich, as ii seemed to him, 
ought to be of a military nature for in reality there were no others. There- 
fore, in the Protocol a list of all the so-called secondary violations of the 
Armistice had to be prepared. He thought it hardly possible to say to the 
Germans that they would not have the Treaty come into force until after 
the execution of those clauses: it would be sufiicieni to say that if ihe clauses 
were not fulfilled, sanctions of military^ nature would be imposed. The 
questions of Scapa Flow and of the Baltic Provinces remained. In the 
former matter they had done nothing; on the latter they’ had decided upon 
a course of action the preceding day.^ Would it not be necessary’ to know 
what sanctions they would employ if the mission of General Xiessel arrived 
at no success? 

Mr. Polk asked whether it was intended to tell the Germans what sanc- 
tions would ultimately be applied. 

M. Glemengeau said there certainly was no such intention. It would be 
sufficient to say that there would be some sanction; but of course the Ger- 
mans would have to sign the Protocol before the Treaty would come into 
force. 

Mr. Polk remarked that the Protocol should be submitted first to the 
Council, which would then have to discuss the question of sanctions. 

M. Glemengeau agreed. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether the Council had communicated to the Dutch 
Government the note sent to Germany relative to the delivery^ of ships she 
had sold to Holland.^ 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Dutch Government had been informed of 
such a note having been sent and told that if it claimed property’ rights in 
the ships in question, it would have to justify its claims before the Council. 

Sir Eyme Crowe reverted to the violation of the Armistice committed in 
the Scapa Flow incident. The Council had been apprised some time ago of 
a British proposal on the subject. The sinking of the ships could be con- 
sidered either the indmdual act of the officers and crews, or an act for which 
the German Government was responsible. The British Delegation believed 

2 See No. 7, minute 3. 

3 See Vol. I, No. 74, minute i and appendix A. 
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that there were grounds for holding the government responsible. In the 
latter case reparation was due for the value of the sunken ships, cost of 
salvage of the ships, cost of surveying the anchorage, buoying the wrecks 
and any subsequent expenses incurred, c.g., in clearing the anchorage of 
wrecks, etc. It was proposed further that reparation should be in kind for 
example in the surrender of the five light cruisers that Germany still pos- 
sessed and of floating docks, cranes, harbour craft, etc.; that the Germans 
should be asked further to supply to the Armistice Commission a complete 
list of this material, delivery of which the Armistice Commission would be 
authorized to accept. 

M. Glemengeau said that they were agreed in considering the German 
Government responsible. 

Mr. Polk stated that he did not yet have the report of his naval experts 
on the question and asked that it be adjourned. 

Sir Eyre. Crowe maintained that if they held the German Government 
responsible, they could, as the British Delegation believed, repatriate the 
German officers and seamen of the crews which had been taken prisoner on 
the destruction of the fleet. 

M. Glemengeau proposed to discuss that question on the following day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to remark further that in the matter of the 
evacuation of the Baltic Provinces the terms of the Armistice were repeated in 
the body of the Treaty. In that respect, therefore, they did have guarantees. 

It was decided: 

(1) to ask the Drafting Committee to prepare a Protocol to be signed by 

the representative of the German Govcirnmcnl before the Treaty 
came into force and to contain, along with the fist of the unfulfilled 
clauses of the Armistice, an undertaking by Germany to fulfil those 
clauses within a prescribed time under penalty of such measures 
which the Allied and Associated Powers woidd reserve to themselves 
in the event of non-compliance ; 

(2) that the question whether the non-evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 

and the Scapa Flow incident were to be explicitly mentioned in this 
Protocol be provisionally reserved, (See Appendices A, B and C.) 


2. General Niessel wished to point out to the Council that it would be 
difficult for his Mission to leave the Monday or Wednesday 
pZinc^Milit^ following ;+ his Italian colleague had not yet arrived and 
Commission General Turner’s officers would not be in Paris before the end 
of the week. Lastly there would be difficulties from the point 
of view of railroad transportation. 

M. Glemengeau said that General Niessel would leave on Wednesday at 
the latest. 

M. Clemenceau thought that they might agree provisionally that the 
expenses of the Mission would be divided between the Allies. 

4 November 3 or 5, igig. 
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M. Berthelot explained that for the moment it \vas only a queition of 
the immediate expenses of maintenance and voyage. 

Mr. Polx said that it v.'ould be best that each Povrer ^npply the expenses 
of its own representatives. 

It was decided: 

that, subject to later examination of the question by the Supreme 
Council, each Power should pay the expenses of its representatives on the 
Inter- Allied Baltic Provinces ililitarv' Commission. 


3. .'The Council had before it a note from the Xetv States Commission 


asking the Supreme Council for instructions see Appen- 
Reqmsi for instructions D . ) 

fwm the :\ew States Kammerer read and commented upon the first 

Commission relative to „ . 

th^ Bulgarian Counter- part Ot the note. 

propositions SciALOjA thought it preferable 10 insert :n the 

Bulgarian Treaty a clause by wiiich Serbia and Roumania 
would incur the same obligations as those of article 46 of the Treaty tvitlt 
Greece [i'zV]. 

M. Kammerer suggested that if, in the Treaty wdth Bulgaria, the same 
terms were inserted which had prevented Serbia from signing the Trearc 
with Austria, the Serb-Croat-Slovene State w’ould not sign ilie Bulgarian 
Treaty; the result would correspond to the second procedure suggested by 
the Commission. 

Mr. Polk w^ondered whether, if they made it possible to sign the Bul- 
garian Treaty without inserting therein the same terms as in the Austrian 
Treaty, they might not leave it optional to certain powers to sign one Treaty 
and not the other. It was most important, he thought, to tell the Roumanians 
and the Serbs that if they did not sign the Austrian Treaty neither would 
they sign the Bulgarian Treaty. 


5 Not printed. This note is primed \\ilh verbal variation by D. H. Miller in Mj; Diary 
at the Conference of Paris (New York, 1924 f.), vol. xiii, pp. 494-6. The first part of the note 
was mainly concerned with the observation of the Bulgarian delegation that in the draft 
treaty with Bulgaria ‘while there is an article (46) stipulating with regard to Greece the 
acceptance of the principle of the protection of minorities, no analogous clause was inserted 
with regard to Serbia and Roumania*. The Commission on New” States considered that 
observ'ation ‘is founded. There are two methods of compKing with this request; 
{cl) To insert in the text of the Treaty with Bulgaria a provision obligating Roumania and 
the Serb-Croat-Slovene State; a pro\ision analogous with that taken concerning Greece 
in Article 46. {h) To insert no new Article in the Treaty with Bulgaria, but to inform the 
Roumanian and Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegations that they will not be permitted to sign 
the Treaty with Bulgaria before having signed the Treaty with Austria and the Treatji on 
!Minorities. 

‘Although the case of Roumania is different from that of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, 
as, by the Treaty with Bulgaria, Roumania does not acquire any territory, yet, considering 
the existence of an important Bulgarian minority in the Dobrudja, it has occurred to the 
Commission that an analogous solution could be applied in both cases. 

‘The Commission that the Supreme Council should decide which of these tw'o 

methods should be adopted.* 
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M. Kammerer agreed that the insertion of a new article might be possible- 
he thought, however, that it would be disagreeable to the States concerned 
for the Council to tell them that they could not sign the Bulgarian Treaty 
before signing the Austrian Treaty. 

Mr. Polk did not see that they had to modify a treaty so as to satisfy a 
power that refused to sign. 

M. PiGHON considered the second method preferable; they would inform 
the Roumanians and Serbs that they could not sign the Bulgarian Treaty 
unless they signed the Austrian Treaty. The Council would thus be in 
possession of a further means of bringing pressure to bear upon them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered that there should be on tlie agenda of an 
early sitting of the Council, the question of the signature of the Austrian 
Treaty by the Roumanians and Serbs. 

M. PiGHON said Mr. Trumbic had arrived^ and that General Goanda^ had 
left Bucharest the previous day. According to a telegram he had received 
that morning, he thought the signature probable. 

Sir Eyre Crowe’s information did not give him the same impression. 

Mr. Polk was in a similar situation. He had the feeling that the Rou- 
manians wished simply to gain time. 

M. Kammerer read and commented upon the second part of the report 
of the New States Commission.® 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what right Bulgaria had to set up as champion of 
the Turkish cause. 

M. Kammerer explained that it was not Turks properly speaking, but 
Turkish subjects who had taken refuge in Bulgarian territory. The Italian 
Delegation was afraid that Serbia was preventing their exercising that right 
of option which the 1913 treaty gave tliem, but which the outbreak of war 
had made impossible. There was no doubt that the insertion of special 
clauses in the Treaty would be unpleasant enough for Serbia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that it was always dangerous to modify a 
treaty once it had been signed, and that the Allied and Associated Powers 
had already signed the Minorities Treaty. 

M. Kammerer explained that it was the Italian Delegation that insisted 
upon that solution. 

® Gf. No. 4, minute 8. 

Former Roumanian Prime Minister. General Goanda was proceeding to Paris as 
a special Roumanian plenipotentiary. 

* The second part of the report dealt with an observation by the Bulgarian delegation 
which called ‘attention to the situation of persons formerly residing in Macedonia, Dobrudja 
or Thrace and who, before, during, or since the war, have taken refuge in Bulgaria, and 
requests that these persons be given the right to opt for the nationality of the State in which 
is now located the territory where they were formerly domiciled. . . . The Gommission 
recognizes that the observations of the Bulgarian Delegation are, in part, justified concerning 
the Ottoman subjects who were unable to exercise the right of option provided for by the 
Treaty of 1913, and took refuge in Bulgaria before or since the war. It is true that among 
these refugees there is, according to indications which have been received, an important 
proportion of Bulgarian agitators whose return to Macedonia, Thrace or Dobrudja might 
present serious dangers with regard to the pacification of these territories.’ 
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Sir Eyre Crowe asked if there were any evidence to sho’^v the Turks 
intended returning into Serbian territory’. 

Mr. Polk explained that it was a question of Macedonian refugees. 

M. PiCKON asked whether^ instead of changing the text of the TreaiV; a 
procedure which as Sir Eyre Crowe had pointed cut, presented serious 
disadvantages, they could not demand of Serbia written declaratior^ on the 
point. 

]M. KLAAniERER was of the opinion that Serbia would prefer that solution. 
M. ScL^LOjA pointed out that in the Bulgarian Treat}' a clause could be 
inserted analogous to that in which Greece was placed by Article IV cf the 
proposed Greek Treaty. 

IM. KIammerer said that the Commission had judged that this involved 
difficulties and that there was no point in concealing the fact that the inser- 
tion of a clause of such nature in the Bulgarian Treat}' would be extremely 
disagreeable to the Serbs. 

]\'L SciALOjA maintained that Serbia would have to restore to its refugees 
the right of option which the outbreak of war had prevented them from 
exercising in the prescribed time. 

hi. PiGHON believed that Serbia should make the declaration in a letter. 
(It was decided: 

(1) that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers shonid make known 

to the Roxunanian and Serb-Croat-Slovene Deiegations' that these 
latter countries would not be allowed to sign the Treaty with 
Bulgaria before having signed the Treaty with Austria and the 
Minorities Treaty ; 

(2) that the Serb-Croat-SIov^ene Government be asked to make known by 

written declaration that it W'ould authorize its Ottoman subjects 
who, owing to the war, had not been able to avail themselves in the 
prescribed time of the right of option envisaged by the Treaty of 
1913, to take advantage of that right. (See Appendix D^).) 

4. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 
R^guest for Instructions October 27th (see Appendix E) .) 

from the Chairman of the (After a short discussion it was decided: 

Inter-Allied Aeronautical to refer to the military representatives at Versailles, 
Commission of Control in examination and report, the request for instruc- 

Germany addressed to the Supreme Council by the Chair- 

man of the Inter- Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control in Germany. 
(See Appendix E).) 

5. (The Council had before it a draft note to the German Government, 

Xote to the Germm prepared by the Polish Cominission (see Appendix F) .) 

Government on the Muni- (It was decided: 

cipal Elections in Upper to approve the draft note to the German Government 
Silesia the question of municipal elections in Upper 

Silesia as prepared by the Polish Commission. (See Appendix F).) 
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[Not printed]® 


6 . 

Solaria and AUowanca 
far the Administrator of 
Dantzig and Ms stcff 
and for die Administra- 
tive Staff of Memel 


7. (The Council had before it a report of the Commission entrusted with 
examining the question of the repatiiation of German 
Repatriation of Allied Austrian prisoners from Siberia (see Appendix H).“l 

pSZTfrZ Sib^M Gapitaine de Corvette Fabrk read and commented 
upon the report of the Comnussion. 

Mr. Polk thought that the order of repatriation could be modified by 
financial considerations. As regarded the Czechs, an agreement had been 


arrived at, which placed the immediate expenses of repatriation on Great 
Britain, the United States and France. No account had been taken so far of 
the Poles, the Roumanians and the Serbs. Perhaps the United States would 


be led to assume responsibility for this rc[)aLriation. In any case, he was 


^ On the proposal of the British delegation (appendix O in original) the Supreme 
Council decided (i) that these salaries and allowanc<‘s should be a charge upon local 
revenues; (ii) that the rate of these salaries and allowances should be fixed by the Sub- 
Committee on the Execution of the Treaty with Gt^rmany. 

*0 Not printed. In this report the committee constituted in accordance with the decision 
of the Supreme Council of September 27, 1919 (see Vol. I, No. ()(J, minute 7), stated that 
it had learnt from ‘a telegram from Gen. Janiii on October i tth that tlic personnel to be 
repatriated from Siberia amounts to a minimum of 250,000 men and comprises the following 
different categories : 

‘(A) Contingents of volunteer friends, called allogeue contingents, recruited from among 
the Gzecho-Slovak, Polish, Roumanian, Serbian, and Yugoslav prisoners, and who, under 
the orders of General Janin, fought against the Gcrmano-Bolshcvists in Siberia, or partici- 
pated in the maintenance of order: about 75,000 men, to whom will have to be added 
several thousand persons constituting the families of these soldiers/ (Later in the report it 
was stated that ‘according to information which the Commission has been able to obtain, 
instructions have been sent to General Janin to concentrate and maintain volunteer contin- 
gents of sufficient strength in the Kharbin and Vladivostock region to justify the commence- 
ment and continuance of [? repatriation] operations from the j^resent time. It would be 
advisable to have the question of sea transportation regulated as soon as possible.’) 

‘(B) Prisoners of war who belonged to the German or Austro-Hungarian armies, but 
who, by their place of origin, now belong to Allied Governments, Poland, Roumania and 
Serbia. These men are to be distinguished from tlic preceding in that they did not agree to 
accept service in the above cited contingents; they arc dispersed throughout various prison 
camps, and their number is yet to be determined.’ (It was here noted that ‘this category 
does not include any Gzecho-Slovaks, all having been mobilized’.) 

‘(C) Deported civilians belonging to the same Allied nationalities. 

‘(D) German, Austrian, and Magyar prisoners (belonging to Germany, Austria and 
Hungary, according to their new boundaries). 

‘(E) Deported civilians belonging to the same enemy nationalities under the same con- 
ditions.’ 

The report then drew attention to the consequent complications in determining pro- 
cedure for repatriation and asked that the membership of the committee might be expanded 
in accordance with the wider issues involved, as explained by Capitaine dc Corvette Fabre 
to the Supreme Council and approved by its decision. 
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obliged to remark that the financial rulings of the United States Treasury 
Department forbade his government from participating in expenses of a 
provisional nature that might be subject to a later readjustment among the 
Powers; the United States could only make direct advances to the small 
nations concerned. 

PiCHOx held that the thing to do at the moment: was for each Power 
to appoint a financial expert and a political representative to be attached to 
the Commission actually existing. 

Capitaine de Corvette Fabre remarked that the Commission was quali- 
fied to deal only with prisoners. It was therefore asking the Council to decide 
whether it would be competent to deal likewise with the volunteers of friendly 
nationalities who ought to be repatriated. 

M. KIammerer insisted on the necessity of the Commission being em- 
powered to deal with volunteers as well as prisoners. The Uv’c questions were 
bound together from the point of view both of transport and of finance. 

Sir Eyre Crowe did not think his government inclined to participate in 
the expenses of repatriating 250,000 German and Austro-Hungarian 
prisoners ; they had the repatriation of their Allies to consider. 

M. Berthelot held that distinction must be made bettceen repatriation 
of their Allies and of prisoners belonging to one of the enem}’ powers : frc mx 
the humane point of view these tvere alike; politically, there tvere raised 
questions of quite different kinds. The Council had already decided that 
the repatriation of enemy prisoners should wait until after chat of Allied 
volunteers. They tvere informed that the Germans had already been tr\ing 
to conclude private contracts with Japanese ship owners. If they were to let 
Japanese shipping companies repatriate enemies who were ready 10 pay a 
very high price, the effect would be disastrous, and it was important that 
M. Matsui should draw the attention of his government to the question. 

M. Matsui stated that his government had informed him that the state- 
ment that ships had been chartered on behalf of Germany was incorrect. 
The Japanese Government had no ships at its disposal; and private ship 
owners had concluded agreements to charter ships for the purpose of re- 
patriating Czechs. Once the Treaty came into force it would be for each 
government to get into direct touch with the ship owners. He had already 
acquainted Tokio with that decision of the Supreme Council, which had in 
mind giving priority to the repatriation of the AlKes. 

M. Kaivimerer held that they could and, indeed, ought to leave to the 
Germans the care of arranging the repatriation of their prisoners. It was for 
the Commission only to make sure that that repatriation should not precede 
the repatriation of volunteers of friendly nationalities. 

Capitainte be Corvette Fabre pointed out that it was exactly for that 
reason that the Commission had asked enlargement of its powers. It had 
been formed originally to organize the repatriation of German and Austrian 
prisoners of war, but had found itself confronted by a resolution of the 
Supreme Council which specified that the repatriation of those prisoners 
should not take place until after the repatriation of \’olunteers of friendly 
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nationalities. So long as the repatriation of those volunteers had not been 
begun, the Commission could not work to any purpose. 

Mr. Polk thought that the Commission could confine itself to examining 
Sie repatriation of prisoners without taking any executive steps. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked why the Commission should have to concern 
itself with German and Austrian prisoners of war at all. Article 215 of the 
German Treaty envisaged the setting u]) of a special commission, for the 
repatriation of prisoners. Tliis question was its peculiar concern, and he 
rmderstood that it was forming a Sub-Commission to take care of this par- 
ticular case. 

Capetaine de Corvette Fabre stated that the Commission referred to in 
article Q15 had to deal exclusively with enemy prisoners taken by the Allied 
and Associated Powers; the repatriation of prisoners from Siberia taken 
by the Russians did not concern it. Indeed practiccdly all the prisoners in 
Siberia had been taken by the Russians, and it would be impossible to 
repatriate them without authorization of the Ciovernraent of Omsk which 
might wish to retain them as hostages. 

M. PiCHON acknowledged that they had no legal obligation towards 
enemy prisoners who had been retained in Siberia. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the Comzaission entriislc*! l>y the Su)>rei»ie Council with studying 

the repatriation of Gcnnan and Ausiriuii prisoners from Siberia 
shordd examine at the same tinie the ([uestion of repatriating the 
volunteers of friendly nationalities ; 

(2) that, in view of the consequent extension of their powers and because 

of the complexity of the problems raised by the question of repatria- 
tion, each of the Allied and Associated Powers should nominate to 
the Commission representatives for political and financial questions. 
(See Appendix H.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

HdUl de Crillon, 

Paris, October sg, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 8 
Document i 

Translatim. 

Commander-in-Chbef of the Allied Armies G.H.Q,., October 23, igig- 

General Staff, ist Section. 5080 

From Marshal Foch 

To President of the Council, President of Uie Peace Conference. (Secretariat 
General) 

In compliance with the prescriptions of a resolution of the Supreme Council, 
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under date of October sotb,*'^ I have die honour lo enclose nere^^iih tlie list Z‘i tb.e 
Armistice clauses which have not yet been executed by Gerrcanv. 

Major-General* 


Document 2 

An?iisnce Convention of yoz ember jj. 

Delivery of Raiirocd MaieriaL defuse VZI 

This clause imposed on Germany ihe deliver}’ of 5,000 locomotives and 
150,000 cars. 

At the present time there are still 42 locomotives and 4,460 cars to be received. 

But it cannot be said that at the present time the Germans have not executed or 
are not executing the obligations imposed on them hy that clause, as certain 
obligations necessitate delays concerning which the Germans advance explana- 
tioriS or excuses, and, furthermore, certain delays are caused by the ver}’ nature 
of the operations and differences of interpretation arising from the narrcvv’ness v.ith 
which the Germans '^\’ish to apply the Protocol. 

Provisions Relative to the Eastern Frontiers of Gerraary [Clauses XII and XI?\ 

Clause XII. 

Clause XII stipulates that the German troops in territories which before the 
war formed part of Russia must withdraw to Germany at such time as the Allies 
judged proper, consistent with the interior situation of these territories. 

On June i8th the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Po^A'ers ordered 
the German Government to evacuate Libau and Windau and to expedite the 
evacuation of all territories which, before the war, formed a part of the former 
Russian Empire. 

In view of the procrastinations of Germany, the Supreme Council successively 
renew’cd these injunctions on August ist, August 24th, September 27ih, and 
October loth.^^ 

In fact, the German Government continues to contend that it is powerless to 
enforce its orders on the troops in the Baltic. The orders for wthdrawal supposed 
to have been given by the Government were not executed. On the other hand, 
the local German Command favoured the transfer of a large part of its effectives 
into the Germano-Russian corps constituted under its protection. Reinforcements 
in men and material assistance continued to arrive from Germany. 

Clause XIV. 

Furthermore, and in violation of Clause XIV, the German troops have con- 
tinued to exercise abusive requisitions in the Baltic countries; to paralyze the 
economic life and the organization efforts of these countries, disarming their 
contingents, mixing in their internal affairs and even having recourse to abuse of 
authority {coup d'etat) by enforcing a government in Latvia, instrument to its 
cause (April 1919). 

“ See No. 3, minute 8. 

Note in original: "Initial convention of November 1 1, 1919 [1918], renewal of con- 
ventions and protocols.’ See Vol. I in this series. 
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Financial Clauses. Clause XIX 

Clause XIX provides, in particular, for immediate delivery of all docu- 

ments, specie, values (of property and finance with all issuing apparatus) concern- 
ing public or private interests in the invaded countries’. 

It has been impossible to obtain complete statements of the specie and securities 
(bank values, property confiscated belonging to persons repatriated, removal of 
specie qualified as fines, bail funds, etc. . . removed, collected or confiscated by 
the Germans, whether in the invaded territories or in the prison camps. These 
lists are indispensable to the Restitution Service. 

The Beaux Arls Protocol of December 77, igi 8 . 

The Beaux Arts Protocol of December 17, 1918, annexed to the Armistice 
Convention, enjoins Germany to restore all objects of art and documents of an 
artistic character removed from France and Belgium. 

The restoration of the objects of art abandoned by the Germans in France, in 
Belgium, or in the territories of the left bank of the Rhine, at the time of their 
retreat, was effected without difficulty. 

The restoration of the objects of art which had been transported into non- 
occupied Germany, on the contrary, is being operated with slowness on account 
of the difficulties of such operation, and also from lack of complacency on the part 
of the Germans, who surrender such objects reluctantly. 

It cannot be said, however, that they are not executing this clause : its execution 
is being operated. 

CoTwention of January /ff, igig. 

(2nd Renewal of the Armistice) 

Clause in. Delivery by Germany of Agricultural Implements to France and Belgium. 

This clause imposed on Germany the delivery of agricultural implements in lieu 
of the supplementary railroad material imposed by virtue of the first Armistice 
renewal as a penalty for delay in delivery. 

The deficit of the material which Germany was to have delivered to France by 
October i, 1919, is actually as follows: 

40 ‘Heucke’ ploughing outfits. 

The personnel necessary to operate the apparatuses. 

All the tools which the German Government agreed to furnish before October 
1st, by virtue of addiiif 3 of the Protocol 392 /T, of July 25, 1919: Ij 500 Spades, 
1,130 Ploughs T.M. 23/26, 1,765 Ploughs T.F. 18/21, 1,512 Ploughs T.F. 23/26, 
1,629 Belgian Ploughs T.F. o m. 20, 1,205 Belgian Ploughs T.F, o m.'26, 4,282 
Harrows of 2 k. 500, 2,157 Gultivators-i i teeth, 946 Steel Rollers, 966 Fertilizer 
Spreaders 2 m. 50, 1,608 Fertilizer Spreaders 3 m. 50. 

Clause VL Restoration of the Industrial Material removed from Belgian and French 

Territory, 

It cannot be said that the Germans have not executed this clause; but the re- 
storation of the industrial material is being carried out very slowly, due partially 
to the difficulties introduced by this operation and partially to the numerous 
discussions to which an interpretation of the text (the French word is ‘taxes’) of 
this clause gave rise and still gives rise between the AUied Commissions on one 
hand and Germany on the other. 

Punctuation as in original. 
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Brussels Conferences cf March an'l 

A 7 i 7 iex V c, List of Objects ztiiich Germany "xac frrhzddvi to -.xb'zr:. 

The 'black list’ of objects '^vhich Germany 'vas forbidden to export during; the 
Armistice period was drawn up in the course cf the Conferences held in Brussels 
on March 13 and 143 1919. 

This black list Avas headed as follows : 

Tfhr material of eiery nature, viclvdirg th y.aia". fee:' . 

In violation of this pro\'ision3 the Germans have exported aerial apparatus 
(whole airplanes, or detached parts to neutral countries Sweden, Holland and 
Denmark). 

On four occasions^ ^ the Supreme Council reminded the German Government 
‘that it was forbidden to export aeronautical material . . that all such material 
should be stored . . that the German Government ^ .’ould have to reimburse the 
Allies the value of all aeronautical material sold or exported since the Armistice.' 

The German Government has not complied with these decisior^. I: simply 
replied concerning them by the two notes hereto annexed*^ in which reser^’atiens 
are cited concerning the interpretation of the ruling made by the Supreme Council 
and requests that the questions relative to aeronautic material be submitted to the 
Aerial Supervision Commissions which are to operate in Germany upon the entry 
into force of the Peace Treaty. 

At the same time, the Government continued to authorize the exportation or at 
least the utilization of its aeronautical material. For example: on October 7th, 
that is to say, subsequent to the notification of the resolution of the Supreme 
Council forbidding the utilization of German aeronautical material and ordering 
that it be stored, the German dirigible Bodetisee commenced a regular dirigible 
service between Berlin and Stockholm, and on the same day German planes took 
part in the offensive against Riga, 


Document 3 
Telegram 


Wako No. 641 


DussELDORF, September 8 , zgig. 


From : German Armistice Commission 

To: Interallied Permanent Armistice Commission. 


Representative of the German Government’s Note No. 8401 dated Sept. 8, I9^9" 

I have the honour to reply as follow’s to your notes No. 1494/G, 1525/6*" and 
1622^^ of August 2 [?8] and August 27th:^^ 

‘The German Government has, relative to the matters referred to in the notes 
indicated, instituted the necessary investigations. The Government, however, 
remarks that, in principle, it cannot agree on all points with the interpretation of 

Note in original: ‘Telegrams to the Permanent Armistice Commission on August 7 
August 26, September 30 and October i8th.’ (See Vol. I in this series.) 

16 Documents 3 and 4 in this appendix. 

17 Note in original: ‘Addressed to Marshal Foch as a report.’ 

18 Note in original; ‘Transmission of Telegrams Nos. 3765 of August 7th and 41 ii of 
August 27th/ 
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law as expressed in the notes indicated, and that an opportunity to engage in verbal 
pourparlers concerning the execution of Part V of the Peace Treaty will be pre- 
sented in the near future with the Commissions of the Allied and Associated Powers 
which are daily expected in Berlin. The German Government deems it its duty 
to propose, for this reason, that the final settlement of the questions in suspense be 
reserved until after negotiations with these Commissions.’ 


I. P. A. G. 

9/9/19 

No. 2,294 


Waghendorf. 

Transmitted to Marshal Foch 

General Nudant 
President of the I.P.A.G., 
Assistant Chief of Staff of the I.P.A.C, 


Document 4 


Note from the Representative of the German Government A.AJ. 6061 roem^ 

October 12^ IQIQ- 


Urgent Telegram 


DussELDORF, Wako No. ^6jg. 12. 10 


Replying to your note of October ist, No. 1 764/G( i) I have the honour to com- 

municate the following: 

1st. The point of view exposed, by the Supreme Council of the Allies in the note 
above indicated, is expressed as a ^final decision’. The German Government must 
protest against a like declaration expressed in this sense. It must be determined 
concerning the matters in question: whether, at this time, they arc actual obliga- 
tions imposed on Germany by the Peace Treaty. It cannot be admitted, that on 
account of this, the Allied and Associated Powers have the exclusive right to adopt 
a final decision. 

and. As long as the Peace Treaty shall not have been ratified by the Allied and 
Associated Powers, and for this reason, cannot be considered as in force, the formal 
obligations imposed on Germany by the Treaty cannot be exacted. 

For this very reason, the point of view expressed by Marshal Foch in his note 
No. 41 1 1 dated August 27, 1919, according to which all German war material in 
excess of that accorded to Germany by this Treaty, is already the property of the 
Allies, cannot be admitted; even after the entry into force of the Peace Treaty, 
a similar demand on the part of the Allied and Associated Powers, concerning the 
delivery of war material which would be in excess, would become useless, if 
according to Article 169 of the Peace Treaty it is provided that such material be 
delivered to the Allied and Associated Powers to be destroyed or rendered useless, 
this article would therefore mean that the employment of such material for military 
ends should be excluded without reservation. A like delivery of material to the 
Allied and Associated Governments is in no sense necessary to them for such 
service, and is in no wise justified by the text of the Convention. 

3rd. Furthermore, the point of view of the Allied and Associated Governments, 
according to which all aviation material in Germany must be considered as 
military material without exception, without even taking into consideration 
apparatus of certain type, could not be admitted. 
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Among the a\iation material nov: in Geimany there exist machines v/h^jse 
character leaves no doubt as to their civil construcdoii, and v/hich from this fact, 
are not included under the conventions of Articie igS. That there exists, hevond 
doubt, such civil material has been already recognized bv the verification of 
contracts concerning the civil aerial circulation which emanate from a civil nrm 
in Germany. It is completely inconsistent to consider such aviation material as 
military material at this time. On the contraiy% Germany may legally dispose, 
without hindrance, of such material, in so far as such material shall not be con- 
sidered, after the entry into force of the Treat}-, as material of aerial circulatic'n 
by the rulings of the Supervision Commission. 

4th. The German Government, under every reservation and in corisideradon of 
its point of view herein exposed, and guided by this base is ready to commence at 
this time, and in so far as possible, the execudon of the militarv- provisions of the 
Treaty which it has ratified. It was upon this same basis that the German Govern- 
ment proposes, in its note A.A.I. 5401, under date of September 8, to dedrdtely 
settle the questions herein referred to, by means of pourparlers with the Commission 
now sitting in Berlin. Up to the present time no discussior^s have taken place, 
but it seems desirable to reach a solution in this v^'ay. 


Appendix B to Xo. 8 
Docmnent i 

Memolranduni] submitted to the Supreme Council by the British Delegation* 

sgrd October igig. 

Armistice Conditions Outstanding 
German Mercantile Marine 

The following Armistice requirements in connection with the surrender of the 
German Mercantile Marine have not yet been compiled [complied] with by the 
German Government: — 

1. 14 Tank Steamers, total tonnage 63,143, at Hamburg w'hich had been tem- 
porarily exempted from the surrender which was agreed to in the Armistice terms, 
were directed, by the decision of the Supreme Council of 27th September, to 
proceed to the Firth of Forth for delivery to the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments’ representatives.^® These vessels have been detained in Hamburg on the 
pretence of a sympathetic strike in that port and have not yet sailed. 

2. 5 steamers, total tonnage 62,456 l>ing at Bremerhaven, Geestemiinde and 
Bremen have not been handed over to the Allied and Associated Powers, the 
German Government alleging that these 5 vessels were sold to Dutch Shipping 
Companies in 1915-16. On 15th October, 1919, the Supreme Council ordered 
these vessels to be delivered,^ as the Allied and Associated Governments have 
consistently refused to recognize the validity of any transfers of enemy shipping to 
neutral flags during hostilities. The German Government has disregarded the 
orders of the Supreme Council for the despatch of these 5 vessels to the Firth of 
Forth. 

3. A certain number of merchant vessels w^hich should have been delivered 

See Vol. I, No. 66, minute i. 
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under the Terms of the Armistice to the Allied and Associated Powers have not 
yet been handed over. These vessels are dealt with in detail as follows : 

(a) The German Government has alleged that the following ships have not 

been handed over owing to the difficulty of obtaining labour and materials 
for repairs or completion of construction: — Riigen, Kaiser, Kehrwider 
Columbus, Tirpitz^ Berlin, Wigberi, Pungo (ex Moewe), J, L, Lassen, Rickmer 
Rickmers, Ibbercury, Itiajahy, Hermonthes, Bosnia, Estland, 

(b) A large number of sailing vessels in German Waters and also in Neutral 

Ports, mainly South American, are still undelivered. 

(^) A certain number of German steamers in Dutch East Indies and other 
Neutral Ports still remain to be delivered to the Allied and Associated 
Governments’ representatives in spite of repeated demands for their 
surrender. 

4. The Roumanian Tank Steamer Arthur von Gwhm&r was ordered to be sent 
to the Firth of Forth but has not yet been despatched. 

5. S.S. Verus lying at Dordrecht, which is one of the vessels to be surrendered 
under the Armistice, has not yet been delivered to the Belgians although repeated 
demands have been made to the German authorities by the Sub-Commission of the 
A.N.A.G. 


Document 2 

Memorandum submitted Lo the Supreme Council by the Bnlish Delegation, 

N. 19814. pj. 10, ig. 

Naval Questions affected by the Ratification of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany 

Submarine engines to be surrendered as reparation for submarine U.C, 48. 

The German submarine U.C. 48 was interned in Spain at the date of the 
armistice ; under the terms of the armistice she was surrendered to the allies. She 
escaped from custody at Ferrol and, on being chased by a Spanish torpedo boat, 
she was sunk by her crew. Admiral Goette has acknowledged that the sinking of 
the boat was the act of her commanding officer. A.N.A.G. has demanded as 
reparation the complete engines and motors of the submarines U. 137, U. 138 and 
U. 158, but in spite of repeated demands they have not been delivered. 

In addition to the above there are three motors ex submarine U. 146 which 
remain to be delivered. 

Reparation for the Scapa Flow Sifikings. 

In the opinion of the Admiralty the sinking of the German warships interned 
at Scapa Flow constituted a direct violation of the terms of the armistice, and it 
should be regarded in every way as a term of the armistice which Germany has 
failed to fulfil. Reparation as penalty for the breach of the armistice should be 
obtained. 


Appendix C to No. 8 

From: Mr. Klotz. 

To: Marshal Foch. 

By despatch No. 5034 of the 20th inst., you asked me to indicate those of the 
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financial clauses, imposed on Germany [?by] the Armistice Convention or the 
Protocols annexed, which have not yet been entirely executed. 

I have the honour to inform you that the execution of the Armistice Convention, 
from a financial point of view, raises the foilovdng two questions : 

1. The German Government refuses at the present time to continue maidne 
payments, in Reichsbank bank bills, towards the upkeep exoenses of the Armies 
of Occupation, an obligation imposed by \drtue of clause IX of the Armistice 
Convention of November nth, 1918. The German Government bases its refusal 
on the fact that the marks pretiously remitted were used, not to apply to’ ards 
occupation expenses, but for the expenses of various civil administrations. Xov.^, 
the upkeep expenses of the Armies of Occupation, except in cases of local purchases 
or requisitions, which constitute the smallest share, are payable, not in marks, but 
vci francs y or any other legal tender consistent with the origin of the products 
destined as army supplies, consequently, it is evident that the marks to be paid by 
Germany could not be considered as a reimbursement unless they be &eely placed 
at the disposition of the French Government to be used for the various needs for 
which they were intended. It appears, therefore, indispensable to have the claim 
of the German Government, pretending to obtain justification of use, repulsed 
purely and simply, and to insist on the immediate resumption of the payments to 
be applied on the upkeep expenses of the Armies of Occupation. 

2. It has been impossible to obtain complete statements of the specie and 
securities (bank values, property confiscated belonging to persons repatriated, 
removal of specie qualified as fines, bail funds, etc.) removed, collected or 
confiscated by the Germans, whether in the invaded territories or in the prison 
camps. These lists are indispensable to the Restitution Seivdce. 

The documents provided for by Clause XIII of the Protocol of Spa, under date 
of December ist, 1918, (city bonds) have not reached me either; however, accord- 
ing to the statements of the Germans, they were enclosed with the bonds themselves 
which were restored and deposited in the Bank of France in sacks. Until a verifica- 
tion of these sacks, w^hich will take a long time, it appears to me unnecessary’ to 
insist further on this question. 

Concerning the restitutions themselves, it is to be noted that the cash of the 
Bank of France, and of the Credit du Nord Bank especially, has not yet been 
restored; but owing to the present state of the negotiations, I do not think it 
advisable to take these delay’s into account. 

I add that my remarks only refer to the strictly financial clauses and relate 
neither to the industrial restitutions, agricultural and railway materials, nor to 
archives or works of art. 

Klotz. 


Appendix E to No. 8 

Note by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 
(ig^Si) British Delegation, Paris. 27 October, igig. 

The Chairman of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control in 
Germany has asked for decisions of the Supreme Council with regard to the follow- 
ing points; — 

I . The distribution of the airship sheds in the occupied areas. 
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Some members of the Commission have claimed that these sheds belong to the 
Powers in occupation. 

With regard to this claim, the British Delegation would observe that, in its 
report on the distribution of the aeronautical material in Germany, the Supreme 
War Council recommended that the material should be distributed in the following 
proportion : 

England and France, each 30% 

Italy and the United States each 15% 

Belgium and Japan, each 5%. 

It was also agreed, as regards airship sheds that, for reasons of geographical 
proximity and convenience, France should be permitted to have the first choice 
from among the airship sheds in the area occupied by her troops and in Belgium. 
This report was agreed to by the Supreme Council. Throughout the discussions 
on this subject, both at the Aeronautical Advisory Commission and at the 
Supreme War Council, there has never been any question of the sheds in an 
occupied area being the property of the Power in occupation. 

2. The interpretation of the phrase occurring in Article 198 of the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany, ‘No dirigibles shall be kept*. 

Does this mean no dirigibles whatever, or no dirigibles for military or naval 
purposes? 

It appears that when this Article was prepared by the Aeronautical Commission, 
no clear decision was arrived at on this point. The Commission put up a strong 
recommendation to the Supreme Council to the effect that Germany should not 
be permitted to engage in civil aviation for a period of years, but this recom- 
mendation was not agreed to and the Supreme Council, by refusing to accept 
it, permitted Germany to possess civil aircraft. Presumably, therefore, she is per- 
mitted to possess airships for commercial work. 

As a matter of fact, the airship is far less dangerous than the aeroplane for war 
purposes, while its immediate commercial value is probably far greater. 

In view of these considerations, the British Delegation does not think it possible 
to uphold the view that the phrase ‘No dirigibles shall be kept* applies to civil 
airships. 

As regards the method of deciding whether any particular aircraft is to be con- 
sidered to belong to the military or the civil type, the Supreme Council, at its 
meeting on August 6th, 1919,^^ passed the following resolution: 

‘That the German Government shall be informed that the Allies are aware 

that service types of aircraft are being converted to commercial use, and that the 

President of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control shall be the sole 

judge as to whether any aircraft is of a service type or otherwise,* 

3. The question whether Article 200 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany gives 
to the Allied and Associated Powers the right to send military machines into un- 
occupied German territory, pending the complete evacuation of German territory 
by the Allies. 

The British Delegation is of opinion that this right, which is disputed by the 
Germans, is clearly established by the provisions of the Article in question and that 
it should be maintained. The Drafting Committee, moreover, have expressed the 
unanimous opinion that this right is not confined to occupied German territory. 

Cf. Vol. I, No. 56, note 6. 

See Vol. I, No. 29, minute 14. 
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Document i 
Polish Affairs Commission 

Mote to the Supreme Council 
I St. An overture made by Mr. Dmowsky,-^ 

2nd. A telegram issued by General Dupont, represent the German Government 
as preparing to conduct municipal elections in Upper Silesia very- shortly. 

For these reasons, the Polish Affairs Commission has the honour to propose that 
the Supreme Council communicate the letter hereto annexed to the German 
Delegation. 

Paris, October py, igig. 


Document 2 

Draft of Letter for the German Delegation 

October 2y^ rgig. 

Mr. President: 

According to information brought to the attention of the Allied and Associated 
Governments, the German Government is preparing to conduct municipal elec- 
tions in Upper Silesia before the entry into force of the Treaty. 

The Allied and Associated Powers request information as to whether this news 
has any foundation. 

The Allied and Associated Powers could not admit, in fact, that elections be 
held in Upper Silesia before the Commission, which, according to the terms of the 
Treaty of Versailles, is directed to organize a plebiscite in this region, has com- 
menced its operations. This Commission alone, should it judge necessary, will be 
authorized to conduct elections during the period prior to the plebiscite. These 
elections would take place under its supervision and under the proper conditions 
requisite to the liberty of votes, 

22 See No. 6 , appendix F. 
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H. D. 79.] MoUs of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai i'Orsay, Paris, on Thursday, 
October 30, 1919, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.-. Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France-. M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Bertkelot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 
Italy-. M. Sdaloja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan-. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.-. Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire-. 

Capt. G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 



The foli&van^ v/ere also present for items in which they were concerned. 

U.S.A.: Rear-Admiral X. A. McCullVa U.S.N., Captain Madison, U.S.X., 
Lieut-Commander H. '\\\ Koelier, U.S.N., Dr. J. B. Scott, Dr. I. Bowmian, 
Mr. A. ^V. Dulles. 

Empire : Coinmander MacXamara, Captain Fuller, ^Ir. A. Leeper, 
Mr. H. W. Malkin.^ 

France: ^Marshal loch. General Weygand, General Le Rond, !M. Laroche, 
Commandani: Le W.^asseur, M. Fromageot. 

C. Amiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, iSrI. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, 
Capt. de Cor\'etre Ruspoli. 

Japan: Commandant Ohsumi, M. Xagaoka, 2vl. Shigemitsu. 


The Council had before it a draft note of the Drafting Committee on the 
notification to the German Government of the coming into 
force of the Treaty’. See Appendix A.) 

M. Fromageot read and commented upon this note. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to raise a point of mere form 
relative to the second paragraph of this draft note. He desired 
that this paragraph be changed to read as follows : 

‘The President of the Peace Conference has the honour to 
inform the German Government that three of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, namely, the British Empire, 
France and Italy, have ratified the Treaty, and Germany, on the other 
hand, having likewise ratified it, the above mentioned condition is 
fulfilled.' 


Xctc of 
Drafting Com- 
mittee on the 
Xoiijicazion to 
the Gerrrjjai 
Goiernment of 
the Coming into 
Force of the 
Treaty 


This change ^^’as merely designed to prevent the note being drafted in such 
form as to notify the German Government that it had ratified the Treaty. 

M. PiCHON said that the question of the date to be fixed for the coming 
into force of the Treaty’ should not be discussed at the present time. 

Al. Fromageot concluded his commentaries on the draft note by saying 
thai, as a result of the decision taken the preceding day'- by the Council rela- 
tive to the unexecuted Armistice clauses and to the drafting of a Protocol,^ 
he thought that a paragraph should be added at the end of the draft note to 
the effect that the German Government should send a representative to Paris 
prior to the ratification of the Treaty, with power to sign a Protocol relative 
to the unexecuted Armistice clauses. (This was agreed to.) The Drafting 
Committee thought that a large majority of the unexecuted Armistice 
Clauses w’ere covered by provisions in the Treaty itself; in most cases the 
Treaty’ in terms imposed upon the German Government the same obliga- 
tions as did the Armistice, and a large number of these Treaty provisions 
likew’ise specified the penalty for nonfulfilment of these obligations. 

M. PiCHOx obsert^ed that for such violations of the Armistice clauses as 
the Scapa Flow^ incident no penalties were provided. 

M. Fro^la.geot said that this was true, and that likew’ise no penalties 
w^ere pro\ided for the non-evacuation of the Baltic Provinces, although in 
this case the Treaty did take care of this obligation (Article 433). With 


^ See No. 8, minute i. 
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representative must be in Paris. He thought that an arrangement of the note 
on such a basis v/ould solve all difficulties. 

M. Bektkelot inquired if it was intended that the representatives of the 
German Government should all be in Paris and not in the various regions 
where Allied Commissions and troops of occupation were to arrive. 

General Wsygaxd said that the German representatives must be here 
and come to an agreement before the Treaty could be put into force. 

M. Berthelot brought up the example of Silesia. Should it be decided 
here in Paris what German officials would remain there in order to effectuate 
a transfer of authority in that territory without a hitch? 

General Le Rond replied that German representatives should be here in 
Paris to settle the general principle involved, and that officials should like- 
wise remain in Silesia and other territories where the same situation was 
presented in order to effect the necessary arrangements with the incoming 
Allied Commissions and troops of occupation. The procedure to be adopted 
consisted of two phases. 

General Weygand thought it would be better not to put these details in 
the draft note, as confusion would certainly be caused thereby. It was most 
important that the summoning to Paris of the German representatives should 
not be bound up with the question of settling the date of deposits of ratifica- 
tions. 

M. PicHON agreed that pourparlers should certainly start in Paris before 
the date of deposit of ratifications was necessarily fixed. 

Mr. Polk, referring to Marshal Foch’s idea as to rearrangement of the 
draft note on a time-table basis, inquired whether this was to include the 
unfulfilled Armistice clauses. He supposed that it was only meant to refer 
to movement of troops, evacuation, and similar points. 

M. PiGHON said that this was so. 

M. ScLfu:.ojA thought that the draft note should be modified so that the 
invitation to the German Government to participate in the deposit of ratifi- 
cations should be eliminated so long as that date remained unsettled. It 
would be enough to merely inform the German Government that as the 
time for deposit was approaching, it became necessary for it to fulfil the 
conditions precedent thereto. 

M. Berthelot thought that the German Government should be informed 
why the deposit of ratifications had not yet taken place. 

M. Sgialoja thought that representatives of the German Government 
should be summoned to Paris immediately to discuss the matters still re- 
maining unsettled prior to the fixing of a date for the deposit of ratifications. 

M. Fromageot still thought it would be better to retain the framework of 
the draft note to the extent of acquainting the German Government with the 
proposed procedure; this in order to avoid any argument on their part that 
the Treaty should now automatically be put into force. 

M. PiCHON summed up by suggesting that the draft note should be 
changed so as to accord with the views above expressed by Marshal Foch, 
M- Scialoja, Sir Eyre Crowe and M. Fromageot, and that as so modified, it 
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should be submitted to the Council on the Saturd'ay.-* i 

with the Protocol relative to unexecuted Armistice cinuseu This 
to.^ 



ccret-c: 


(It was decided: 

(1) to accept in principle the note of the Drafting Committee on the 
notification to the German Government of the coming into force of 
the Treaty (see Appendix A). \dth the f'illcvdng 

(а) in the first part of said draft the German Government should he 

minted to participate in the deposit of ratificaticns of the Treaty 
at a date specified as not yet being determined, 

(б) that the German Government, at the same time, should he informed 

that the date of the coming into force of the Treaty would later he 
communicated to it in ample time hut that mthout awaiting tie 
notification of said date it should immediately send representa- 
tives to Paris to discuss the settiezneiit of the matters constituting 
conditions precedent to the putting into force of the Treaty. 

(c) to add at the end of said draft a paragraph to the enect that the 
German Government, prior to the date o£ deposit of ratifications, 
should send representati^'es to Paris '^\ith po'^'v'er to sign a Prctoc'fi 
dealing with the unexecuted clauses of the Armistice. 


It w'as further decided: 

(1) to change the form of the second paragraph of said draft so that it 

should read as follows: ‘The president of the Peace Conference has 
the honour to inform the German Government that three of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powders, namely: the British Empire, 
France and Italy, have ratified the Treatj% and Germany, on the 
other hand, having likewise ratified it, the above mentioned con- 
dition has been fiilfilledT 

(2) that the draft note of the Drafting Committee should he modified as 

above indicated and submitted to the Council on tie following 
Saturday,® together with the Protocol relative to the unexecuted 
Armistice Clauses.) 


2. Captain Fuller R.X. explained to the Council that the Naval Repre- 
Sinkingqfihg sentatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers had 
German Fleet ct on the preceding day; no report had been made by them 
Scapa Flew to the Council, but the report which he was now going to read 
had been agreed to by the British, French, Italian and Japanese repre- 
sentatives, and in great pan had been agreed to by the United States 
representative, %vho, however, wished to submit a minorit\’ report. He then 
read the majority report (see Appendix He added that it was under- 
stood that in the event of the surface vessels being broken up and sunk, the 
same procedure should not be adopted in the case of floating docks. 

NIr. Pols asked if Rear Admiral McGuIly might read his minority report. 

Rear Ad!.iiral McCully then read his minoriU’' report .[see Appendix C; . 

]Mr. Pols said that the point of \iew' of the minoriu' report was this: 
although it had already been decided that the German Government should 



5 [ivc up ccrtsiu sliips^ tPcir disposition li3.d never been definitely determined. 
At one time there had been some question of sinking them. Now the ships 
in question had actually been sunk. The majority report proposed to take 
mercantile material, which of course could not be destroyed, in reparation 
ibr the vessels sunk. This mercantile material would be useful to the Repara- 
tion Commission. It seemed to him better, by way of reparation for the 
vessels sunk, to take from the German Government naval material which 
could be destroyed if so desired. The point he wished to emphasize was that 
he thought that the proposal to take over mercantile material raised a 
question which distinctly affected the Reparation Commission, 

bl. PiCKOX remarked that the French Government had never agreed to 
the sinking of these ships. 

Mr. Polk replied that such was not his contention. That was not the 
point now at issue. His question was whether it were not better to leave this 
mercantile material to be devoted to such purposes that it would become 
useful to the operauons of the Reparation Commission, rather than, by taking 
it away, to diminish Germany’s power of making adequate reparation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that several questions were now being con- 
fused. He pointed out that the British Government had been willing to make 
a big concession; it was willing to bear all the loss resulting from the Scapa 
Flow incident, therefore, it seemed to him that the opinion of his Government 
should now bear some weight. To him it seemed pointless to take over from 
the German Go\’emment ships which were useless to them and were equally 
useless lo the Allied and Associated Powers. He thought that such an action 
might indeed be pleasing to the German Government. Likewise the docks 
which it was proposed to take over were so large that they were only useful 
for large sized ships of which the Germans now had none, and certainly it was 
not desired to encourage them to build any. 

il. Berthelot thought that Mr. Polk’s observations had shown that the 
argument of the United States was entirely based upon the sinking of the 
ships. The question had now, however, reached a further stage. Neither 
the French nor the Italian Governments had ever agreed to the sinking of the 
ships and they had demanded their distribution. Certainly there was no 
point in distributing the ships if they were thereafter to be sunk. He recog- 
nized the force of Sir Eyre Crowe’s argument and he wished to point out that 
the British Government had even made another concession: although the 
British Government was prepared to have the ships sunk and thought that 
the American Government would agree, nevertheless, it was ready to admit 
the right of France and Italy to dispose of their share of the ships as they saw 
fit. He thought it was important to settle now the question whether or not 
the ships were to be sunk. 

Mr. Polk inquired if M. Berthelot meant to say that naval material ought 
not to be replaced by naval material. However the Council was not then 
discussing the disposition of ships ; he merely wished to repeat that he thought 
the question now under discussion was one that interested the Reparation 
Goromission. The action proposed by the majority was to give a priority. 
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on account of reparation, for the ships sunk. To his mind three points were 
involved : there was no question at the present time of the disposition of the 
ships; he understood and appreciated the attitude of the British Government; 
he thought that this was a question for the Reparation Commission. He 
pointed out that his position was purely a matter of principle inasmuch as the 
United States ^vould not get any ships. 

PiCHON thought that this presented a new phase c: the cuestion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe obser\’ed that this would make it impossible to settle the 
Scapa Flow incident prior to the drafting of the Protocol relative to un- 
executed Armistice clauses and would indefinitely postpone the entr\’ into 
force of the Treaty. 

M. PiCHON agreed, and observ^ed that Marshal Focli had pointed out to 
him that as this was a question of a violation of the Armistice the Reparation 
Commission could not yet be interested therein. The American argument 
could equally be applied to all material to be handed over by \irtue of the 
Armistice clauses. 

Mr. Polk asked if the financial experts had not been consulted 
respect to the delivery’ of locomotives and similar questions. 

!\Iarshal Foch said that they had not, for the reason that the Reparation 
Commission had not yet existed and did not yet exist. 

Mr. Polk thought that on that basis it would be easy for the Armistice 
Commissions to seriously embarrass the Reparation. Corrunission. 

PiCHON remarked that all matters heretofore adjusted had been con- 
trolled by the Supreme Council. 

M. SciALOjA added that the conception of reparation only existed by 
virtue of the coming into force of the Treaty. 

Mr. Polk said that he was surprised to learn that the financial experts 
had not been consulted. He thought that the American financial experts had 
at least given an opinion on these matters. 

^I. PicHOX said that the French Government could not }ield on this point. 

Mr. Polk remarked that if the docks and similar material now proposed 
to be demanded were received, the United States would get something, 
otherwise they would not. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the principle of demanding floating docks 
and similar material should be maintained, at the same time giving instruc- 
tions that only the large ones and those belonging to the German Govern- 
ment or in which it had a predominating interest should be taken. 

Mr. Polk thought that the Naval Representatives could easily agree on 
that basis. 

Sir Eyre Crowhe thought that the Naval Representatives should immedi- 
ately meet and settle this question. 

Ivi. PiGKOX remarked that the question was a veiy^ urgent one inasmuch 
as it had to be settled before the Protocol, which was to be submitted the 
following Saturday, could be drafted. The Naval Representatives should 
come to a conclusion by the following day at the latest and communicate the 
same to M. Berthelot and M. Fromageot. 
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Captain Fuller, R.X., said he understood then that the Committee of 
Xaval Experts might call upon the German Government to make over by 
Vv'ay of reparation: (i) Government docks; (2) docks, cranes, etc., in which the 
Gtnnan Government had a predominating interest; and, (3) docks, cranes, 
etc., the removal of which would not affect the working of ports in which they 
v;ere siraated either from the Allied or jfrom the German point of \’iew. 

{It was decided: 

(1) to accept the principle of the responsibility of the German Govem- 
ment for the sinking of the German Fleet at Scapa Flow. 
l2) that the Committee of Naval Representatives of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers should meet immediately and agree as to 
the reparation to be exacted from the German Government for the 
sinking of the German Fleet at Scapa Flow', being guided by the 
principle that docks and similar material belonging to the German 
Government or in w'hicb it had a predominating interest, or too large 
to be suitable for present German maritime uses, should be taken by 
way of reparation.) 

3. (The Council had before it a report of the Naval Representatives of the 
Dispatch of Natal Principal AIHed and Associated Powers relative to the dis- 
Vessels to Fle?isburg patch of naval vessels to Flensburg (see Appendix D).) 

!M. PiCHON suggested that the recommendations contained in this report 
be adopted. 

(This was agreed to.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he only wished to recall the fact that although 
it had been intended to send three battalions to Schleswig, only two battalions 
would go there. It was worth considering, in view of the adoption of the 
Naval Representatives’ recommendation not to send Allied warships to 
Flensburg, whether this force was sufficient. 

(It w'as decided: 

to accept the report of the Naval Representatives of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers relative to despatching naval vessels to 
Flensburg (see Appendix D).) 


4, M. PiGHON thought that, as the Central Territorial Committee was not 
Request of the Central unanimous, the best procedure was for it to submit 
majority and minority reports which would be dis- 
Imtructions on the cussed and settled by the Council at its meeting on 
the foUowing Saturday .3 

andoftheSerbo-Bulgartan ® ^ ^ ^ 1 .-.t 

Frontier, in connexion Earoghe observed that Certain delegations had 

with the Reply to the Stated that the opinion held by them relative to the Serbo- 
Bidgarian Counter- Bulgarian frontier might be influenced by the Council’s 
Proposals solution of the Dobrudja question; certain other delega- 

tions had stated that their opinion would not be changed by such a solution. 

Mr. Polk inquired if the question of Dobrudja were not a short one 
susceptible of being settled immediately. 
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M. PiCHON remarked that he could only say that the opinion of the French 
Government was that Dobrudja^ a province belonging to an Allied Govern- 
ments should not be taken away from it and given over to Bulgaria, an enemy, 

Mr. Polk pointed out that he was not insisting on tlnat matter bein'-- 
settled now. The only point before the Council t\'as what xzmci ot an ans'irV^er 
should be sent to Bulgaria. He quite understood that in this answer there 
would be nothing relative to transferring Dobnidja to Bulgaria. 

M. Laroche said that the settlement of the Dobrudja question t /as inti- 
mately connected with that of Bessarabia. 

Mr. Polk replied that in his opinion the question of Bessarabia should net 
be discussed at the present moment particularly on account cf the si^a^tion 
in Russia. 

M. PiGHON agreed. 

M. Laroche said that if the question of Bessarabia \‘rere not to be raised 
he thought the question of Dobrudja should likewise not be raised. 

Mr. Polk thought that at some other time or in some otlter form, by the 
medium of another Treat}" or action on the pan of the League of Flations, the 
question of Dobrudja could be brought up. 

M. PiGHON said the French Government absoiuteiv did not agree to am* 
solution contemplating the transfer of Dobrudja to Bulgaria. 

M. Laroche thought that if the matter were left for future action in the 
manner intimated, with the implication that Dobrudja would eventually be 
transferred to Bulgaria, it was equivalent to certainly depri\dng Roumania 
of this province. 

Mr. Polk remarked that the chief trouble was that Roumania had been 
given everything she wanted in a territorial way without any equivalent being 
demanded. The time to bargain w’ould have been when Roumanians terri- 
torial requests had been freely granted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that it would be sufficient to say in tlie answer 
to the Bulgarian counter-proposals that in a Treat}’ with Bulgaria the question 
of Dobrudja could not be raised. 

M, Berthelot agreed. He thought that it would be inad\isable to men- 
tion anything further, particularly in regard to the League of Nations. 

(The suggestion o£ Sir E}’re Crowe met with approval and the discussion 
of the questions of Dobrudja and the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier were fixed 
for the meeting of Saturday, November 1st, 1919.) 


5. M. Berthelot, referring to the draft instructions to the Inter-xAJlied 
Commission charged with examining into the evacuation 
of the Baltic Pro\inces, called attention to Section X 
thereof (h.d. 77,^ Appendix C). 

In the first paragraph of that Section it was provided 
that: Tn order to accomplish its mission, the Allied 
Commission shall have at its disposal the personnel of the 
British and French Allied Missions now operating in Esthonia, Lat\ia and 

^ No. 7 . 


Ir^truciions to Inter- 
Allied Commission 
charged with examining 
into the evacuation of the 
Baltic Proiinces 
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Lithuania with a view to preventing any isolated initiative or divergence of 
action.’ He observed that no mention had been made of Italian and 
American Commissions. He thought that the paragraph should be redrafted 
so as to include the personnel of the Military Missions of all the Allied and 
Associated Powers. He imderstood that there was no Italian Military 
Mission in that region but that there was an American one. 

Mr. Polk stated that there was no American Military Mission in that 
region, but that he had no objection to the change proposed. 

(It was decided : 

to modifv' Section X of the draft instructions to the Inter- Allied Com- 
mission ch^ged \vTlth examining into the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 
(H-D. 77 / Appendix C), so that the first paragraph thereof should read as 
follows : ‘In order to accomplish its mission, the Inter- Allied Commission 
shall have at its disposal the personnel of the Military Missions of all 
the Allied and Associated Powers now’ operating in Esthonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania, with a view’ to preventing any isolated initiative or divergence 
of action.’) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

Paris ^ October 20 y igiQ- 


Appendix A to No. 9 

Project of a Note to the German Government 

By the terms of the final provisions of the Treaty signed at Versailles, June 28, 
1919, it has been stipulated that: 

‘A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn up as soon 
as the Treaty has been ratified by Germany on the one hand, and by three of 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the other hand.’ 

The President of the Peace Conference has the honour of calling to the attention 
of the German Government that three of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, namely, the British Empire, France and Italy on the one hand, and 
Germany on the other, have ratified the Treaty and that the condition above re- 
ferred to has been fulfilled. 

The other Allied and Associated Powers who have, up to the present day made 
knowm their ratification, are Belgium, Poland and Siam. 

In execution of the said provisions, and if the various acts necessary to the coming 
into force of the Treaty be fulfilled in time, there will take place in Paris on 

November 1919, at ^ o’clock, the proces-verbal of the deposit of these 

ratifications. The German Government is requested to be kind enough to parti- 
cipate. 

The final provision[s] of the Treaty add: 

‘From the date of this first proces-verbal, the Treaty will come into force 
betw’een the High Contracting Parties who have ratified it. For the determina- 

5 Punctuation as in original. 
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tion of all periods of time provided for in the present Treat>\ this date will be 

the date of the coming into force of the Treau’-.* 

This entry into force of the Treat>’ entails certain consequences \vhich should 
be considered: 

1. The beginning of operations by the Inter-Allied High Coirmission of the 
Rhineland. (Arrangement,® Article 2) ; 

2. The beginning of operations by miiitar\% naval and air delegations, at the 
present time in Germany, as military^ naval and air commissicns of control 
(Treaty, article 203) ; 

3. The beginning of operations by the Reparations Commission; Treaty, 
article 233 and annex II paragraph 5) ; 

4. Transfer of sovereignty for Memel (Treaty, article 99 and for Danzig 
(Treaty, article 100), resulting in the evacuation of the troops, and German 
authorities, and the taking possession of these territories by the Interallied troops; 

5. Transfer of Government in the Saar Basin (Treat\’, article 49 and annex, 
paragraph r6); 

6. Transfer of temporary Government in the territory' of Upper Silesia, sub- 
mitted to a plebiscite (Treaty, article 88 and annex, paragraphs i and 2 : resulting 
in the evacuation of German troops, and authorities to be designated by the 
Commission, and the occupation by the Inter-Allied troops as well as the beginnin;? 
of operations by the Commission of Government and of Plebiscite on this territory ; 

7. Transfer of temporary administration in the territory of Schles%\ig submitted 
to a plebiscite (Treaty, article 109), resulting in the evacuation of German troops 
and authorities, and occupation b\' the Inter-Allied troops, as well as the beginning 
of operations by the Commission of Administration and of Plebiscite on this terri- 
tory; 

8. Beginning of the 1 5 day period in which must be effected the evacuation and 
the transfer of temporary administrations in the territories submitted to a plebis- 
cite: Eastern Prussia, Allenstein (Treaty, article 95) and Eastern Prussia, Marien- 
werder (Treaty, article 97), resulting in the evacuation of German troops and 
authorities, and occupation by the Inter-Allied troops, as well as the beginring 
of operations by the Commissions of Administration and of Plebiscite on these 
territories. 

9. Beginning of the 15 day^ period in which the Commissions of Deiimitauon 
must begin their operations. 

The German Government is invited to send to Paris for the ^ duly 

accredited representatives to: 

1 . Agree with the representatives of the AiHed and Associated Powers as to the 
conditions of establishment of the Commissions of Government and of administra- 
tion and plebiscite, the handing over of powers, the transfer of services, the entry 
of Inter-Allied troops, the evacuation of German troops and authorities, and all 
other measures above provided for. 

Attention is now called to the fact that the German authorides must leave on the 
spot all installations of service or dwelling as well as the documents which are to 
be used upon the immediate entry into action of the Inter- Allied authorities ; that 
the German troops must also leave on the spot all installations occupied by them. 

2. Agree with the Staff of the Marshal, Gommander-in-Chief of the Allied and 
Associated Armies, as to conditions of transport of Inter-Allied troops. 

^ i.e. the Rhineland Agreement of June 28, 1919 (Treaty Series, 1919, No. 7. Cmd. 222}. 



Appendix B to No. 9 

Conclusions arrived at by the British^ French^ Italian and Japanese Naval Advisers to the 
Peace Delegation[s] on the subject of Reparation for the sinking of the German Warships 
at Scapa at Meeting held at Ministry of Marine at 3.00 p,m. on 2gth October igxg. 


Note: The U.S. Naval Adviser has a minority report. 

In new of the reparation claims that German[y] had already incurred under the 
terms of the Peace Treaty, it was not considered feasible to make any further 
Snancial or material demands other than the following, which, however, cannot 
be regarded as complete compensation to the Allied and Associated Powers for 
the losses incurred through the sinking of the modern German men-of-war at Scapa 
2. The iurther claims which it was considered should be put forward are as 
foUo’vv’s: 


(a) For the capital ships sunk. 

A number of floating docks now in German ports, whose total lifting 
capacity is equivalent to that of the capital ships sunk, should be surrendered 
to the Allied and Associated Powers. The aggregate tonnage is 370,740 tons. 
{h) For the five light-cruisers sunk. 


The following light-cruisers, left to Germany under the Peace Treaty, 

should be surrendered to the Allied and Associated Powers: 

Kofiigsberg 

Pillau 

Graudenz 

Regensberg 

Strassburg 

(c) For the fifty T.B.D.S sunk. 


A number of small floating docks, floating cranes, tugs, dredges, and other 
floatmg port material of an equivalent displacement to the fifty destroyers 
should be surrendered to the Aflied and Associated Powers. The aggregate 
displacement is 41,800 tons. 

NoU : A certain number of these ships have since been salved and are in a bad 
condition. The raising of these vessels has incurred a considerable expenditure, 
and consequently it is not considered that these vessels can be placed to the 
credit of the German Government in the above demands. 


3. WiA a view to carrying out the above conditions the German Government 
s a undert^e to supply to the Allied Naval Commission of Control within ten 
a^s o me deposit of the ratifications of the Peace Treaty, a complete list of aU 
floating docks floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, etc., now in German possession, 
^ o surrender such floating docks and additional material as may be notified to 
them by the Alhed Naval Commission of Control. 

of docks, cranes, tugs, and dredges, etc., surrendered to the 
^ed and ^sociated Powers, under the above conditions, should be considered 
in co^unction with the disposal of the enemy surface vessels. 

.T on the understanding that the Supreme Council have decided to hold 

if 1 w Gover^ent solely responsible for the sinking of these ships at Scapa, 
hp ^ all the German ofiicers and men belonging to these ships should 

pa a e as early as possible, with the exception of any whose surrender is 
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required under Article 228 of the Treaty of Peace. The German Government 
should, however, agree to the reparation demanded, before it is effecied. 

6. With regard to the moneys salved from the German warships at Scapa. it 
considered that such moneys should be placed to the credit cf the Reparation 
Fund. Individual claims can be made good by the German Goverrmient. 

7. It was not considered that the torpedo boat destroyer B-98 could be retained 
as compensation for one of the destroyers sunk at Scapa; but that she should be 
claimed as one of the forty-two torpedo boat destroyers to be surrendered under 
the Peace Treaty. 


Appendix G to No. 9 

Office of Naval Adviser 


Hotel Crillon^ Paris ^ tranze. 

GctobiT^Oj igig. 

From: U.S. Naval Adviser. 

To: Supreme Council. 


Subject i Minority Report on Memorandum submitted to Supreme Council hy the 
British Delegation regarding Responsibility for sinking of German 'v^'arships 
at Scapa Flow, and other questions connected therewith. 

Reference: {d) Report Board of Admirals, June 23, 1919. 

(i) Letter of M. Clemenceau to German Delegation of June 25, 1919. 

(c) S. H. Bulletin 756 of October 22, 1919. 

(d) S- H. Bulletin [i]i48 of October 25, 1919. 

(e) Report Board of Admirals, October 29, 1919. 

1. The German Government was responsible for failing to take preventive 
measures against sinking of the interned German vessels. In consequence the 
Armistice was violated, and this justifies a demand for Reparations. 

2. The German Naval Officials in command at Scapa Flow were responsible 
as active agents in sinking the vessels. This justifies a demand for the trial and 
punishment, if convicted, of such officers. 

3. The Reparations demanded should in principle he confined to firriher 
delivery of naval material. German naval material available for Reparations, 
according to reference {a) consists of: — 

{a) Of Military Value, 

(1) Five (5) Light Cruisers {Graudenz^ Koenigsberg, Pillau^ Regensburg^ 
and Strassburg), 

(2) Fourteen (14) Destroyers (1908-9 program). 

(3) Eight (8) Torpedo Boats. 

(i) Of Small Military Value. 

(1) Fourteen (14) Pre-Dreadnaughts (1900-1906 types; (about 182,000 
tons in all). 

(2) Nine Light Cruisers (Gazelle and Hamburg Classes). 

(3) One (i) Cruiser {Roori). 

(4) Twenty-three (23) Destroyers (1906-7 program and later). 
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i/) Of Little or No Military Value. 

(i] Seven (7) Battleships (Kaiser Friedrich and Brandenburg Glasses). 
Uf Eight (8) Coast Defence ships (Hagen Glass). 

"3) Two (2) Cruisers {Prinz Heinrich and Furst Bismarck). 

.'4; Sis (6) Light Cruisers (5 of Hertha class and Kaiserin Augusta). 

(5; Thirty-six (36) Destroyers. 

(6) Skty-four (64) Torpedo Boats. 

(dj Naval Docks (At Wilfmlmshaven). 

(1) Three (3) Large Docks, one of 40,000 tons. 

(2) One (i) Pntonn [Pontoon] Dock, 1,500 tons. 

(3) Four (4) Torpedo Boat Docks 4,000 tons. 

The entire Reparations could be taken from classes (a), {b) and {d) 
mentioned above, reckoning either on tonnage basis, or based on value 
for scrap. In class {c) would still remain sufficient Naval Forces for 
Germany’s needs to assist in maintaining internal order. 

Note : At time of sinking of German vessels in Scapa Flow, there were 
in port 50 German Destroyers, of which fifteen (15) were not sunk, four 
were salved later, another is being salved. Majority Report, reference 
(c), demands Reparations for fifty (50) DestrcTyers, 

4. In regard to the sum of 34,642 marks, 20 pfennings, the Germans have claimed 
some of this money as personal property of officers and men. Such of this money 
as can be proved by them to be personal property, should be paid to German 
officers and men entitled to it, as personal property of war prisoners is not subject 
to confiscation. The remainder should be placed in Reparation Fund. 

5. The German Destroyer B-98 was engaged in bringing mails to German 
vessels interned at Scapa Flow, was provided with proper authority to make the 
trip, and was flying the white flag. It is not alleged to have had any part in the 
sinking of the German vessels, or to have been guilty of any warlike act. However 
justifiable her seizure may have been at the moment, her indefinite retention is 
not justified by International Law, and she should be released and restored to 
Germany pending further dispositions. 

N. A. MgCully. 


Appendix D to No. 9 

Report of Allied Representatives on Dispatch of Naval Vessels to Flensburg. 

According to the decision taken on October 25 by the Supreme Council,^ the 
Naval Representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers met on 
Monday, October 27, at 15 o’clock, in the Ministry of Marine, in order to deter- 
mine whether, on account of the recent events at Flensburg, they deem it possible 
to send battleships to that port. 

The® Naval Representatives express the following opinion: 

First: From a maritime point of view, the sending of light ships (light cruisers, 
destroyers or gunboats) is possible, but it is unnecessary for them to enter the port 
and stay there. 

^ See No. 6, minute 8. 

French texts of the ensuing portion of this report and of M. Pichon’s proposal for its 
adoption (see minute 3 above) are printed by A. Tardieu and F. dejessen, op. cit., pp. 327-8 . 
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Second: Great Britain, the United States and France are the only great pou-eis 
which have ships available to fulfil this mission. 

Third: They think that, in case one or several battleships were sent iininediatelv 
the Commander-in-Chief would be placed in a difficult situation, if, as is probable! 
the Danes would ask him for assistance which he would be unable to give; and, as 
he w^ould be in a German port, the Germans might assume a hostile attitude 
towards him, which would necessitate immediate action on the spot, and an 
ulterior action of the Supreme Council. 

Fourth: In case the Supreme Council should decide to send ships, it is indispens- 
able for it to determine in a precise manner what line of conduct the Commander- 
in-Chief must observe. 

Fifth: The Naval Representatives think that it is not judicious to send Allied 
battleships for ‘demonstration’ purposes only, before the day under which the 
Allied Naval Forces are to arrive, with troops, for the plebiscite of Schleswig, 
according to the stipulations of the Peace Treaty. 


No. 10 

H. D. 8o.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room^ Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Saturday^ 

November j, 1919^ cit 10.00 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr, L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. G. 

Lothian Small, France: M, Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A. : Dr. J. B. Scott, Rear Admiral McGully, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Dr. I. Bow- 
man, Colonel J. A. Logan, Commander Koehler, Captain Gordon. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Admiral Groves R.N., Hon. C. H. 
Tufton, Mr. A. W. Malkin, Mr. A. Leeper, Commander Smith R.N., Com- 
mander Dunne R.N., Captain Fuller R.N., Commander McNamara R.N. 

France : Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Desticker, General Le Rond, 
M. H. Berenger, M. Laroche, Commandant Le Vavasseur, M. Fromageot, 
Gapitaine Roper. 

Italy: General Gavallero, Gontre-Amiral Grassi, ]M. Ricci-Busatti, \^annu- 
telli-Rey, M. Galli, M. Pilotti, Gapitaine de Corvette Ruspoli, Prince Boncom- 
pagni. 

Japan: M. Adatci, Commandant Ohsumi, M. Nagaoka, M. Shigemitsu. 

I. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 
Powers of General October 28, 1919 (see Appendix A).) 

Milne in Asia Minor SiR Eyre Crowe stated the question was a very^ simple 
one, and was summarized in the note from the British Delegation which had 
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been circulated among the members of the Council. The Council had ap- 
pointed, at some prior time, General Milne as Commander-in-Chief of the 
Allied forces in Asia Minor : it seemed that neither the French nor the Italian 
authorities had been informed of the decision of the Council. 

M. PiCHON thought indeed that the question could not raise any difEculty 
so long as the beginning of the note, as submitted to the Council, was altered 
slightly: the British Delegation had said that the General Officer command- 
ing the British troops at Constantinople and in Asia Minor (Syria excepted) 
had been appointed Commander-in-Chief of the Allied forces in those 
regions. This assertion was correct, as far as Turkey in Asia was concerned 
but the question of the command at Constantinople was the object of nego- 
tiarions between the British and French Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed with this remark, but asked, above all, that the 
French and Itahan military authorities be informed of the decisions of the 
Supreme Council, which had recognized the authority of General Milne. 

M. Berthelot thought that there could be no doubt whatsoever on this 
question, and added he could not understand the misunderstanding which 
had taken place, for the necessary information had been given at the same 
time to M. de France^ and to Genersil Franchet d’Esperey. 

M. SciALojA asked that the same instructions be repeated to the Itahan 
miHtary authorities. 

M. PiCHON agreed that this information should be reiterated. 

(It was decided: 

that the French and Italian Delegations take the necessary steps to 
inform their representatives in Turkey that the Supreme Council had 
appointed General Milne as Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Forces in 
Asia Minor, Syria excepted. (See Appendix A).) 

2. (The Council had before it a draft note prepared by the Dra fting 
Committee (see Appendix B).) 

Fromageot co^ented upon this draft note and re- 
relatwe to putting the Drafting Committee had taken account of 

Treaty into observations made at the preceding meeting of the 

Supreme Council, and also that the new draft was presented 
by all the members of the Committee. 

General Weygand said that the draft, as prepared by the Drafting Com- 
mittee, invited the German Government to send representatives to Paris on 
November Gth.^ He would like to know whether on the 6th of November 
ey could profitably discuss with the German delegates ; would the Com- 
missions be ready on that date? 

M. Berthelot said that he had proposed November 6th to take into 
accost Ae wish expressed by General Weygand himself that the conference 
s ou ta G place as soon as possible, but it could easily be put off for a few days. 

2 pefrance was French High Commissioner at Constantinople. 

in ^ appendix B in the filed original this date had been altered to November lo 

m accordance with M. Pichon^s proposal below. 
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General Weygand thought that from a miKtary standpoint they ivouid 
certainly be ready on November 6th, but that perhaps that date mieht be a 
little early for the Commissions. 

M. PiCHON proposed the loth instead of the 6th. 

(This proposal was adopted.) 

(It was decided; 

that the draft note to the German Government, prepared bv the Draft- 
ing Committee, relative to putting the Treaty into force, be approved, and 
that the German Government be asked to send representatives to be in 
Paris on the 10th, and not on the 6th, of November, 1919. (See Appendix 
B).) 

3. (The Council had before it a draft Protocol, prepared by the Drafting 
Committee (see Appendix G).) 

M. Fromageot read and commented upon the draft pre- 
pared by the Drafting Committee, and remarked that there 
was occasion to modiR- the draft on the foUowng points:^ 

(1) Page I, point 3 [2]^: Eliminate in the second line the 
word ‘immediately’ and add after the words, ‘in Russian 
territory.’ the words, ‘as soon as the Allies judge opportune.’ 

(2) Page I, point 4 [3]^: Substitute the word, ‘coercive’ 
for the word, ‘consecutive.’ 

(3) Page I, point 5 [4]^: Substitute the word ‘fiducian.^’ 
for the word, ‘judicial’. 

(4) Page 2, point 6 [5]^: Add to the end of the paragraph, ‘destruction 
in the North Sea of certain submarines on their way to England to be handed 
over.’ 

(5) 3, point II [10]^: Add to the end of the paragraph, ‘and various 
other merchant vessels.’ 

(6) Page 4: Add to the end of the second paragraph, ^ ‘and the destruction 
in the North Sea of certain submarines on their way 10 England to be handed 
over.’ 

(7) Page 4, point 2®: Add to the end of the paragraph ‘also the three sub- 
marine engines of U-1463 which still remained to be delivered in reparation 
for submarines destroyed in the North Sea.’ 

He explained that in point i of page i they had mentioned an intert'al of 
thirty-one days expiring December nth, 1918. Was this exact? 

Marshal Fogh said it was not quite right; the time limit had been ex- 
ceeded by mutual consent and in consequence of various agreements. There 
was no need to mention it. On the other hand, he considered that as re- 
garded handing over of rolling stock, the Germans had not, properly speaking, 

3 From the following amendments and observations it appears that the text in appendix G 
had been substantially revised to take accoimt of them. The page references to the lext 
before the Supreme Council do not invariably correspond with the original of appendix C. 

^ Gf. resolution (3) at the end of this minute. 

s Paragraph beginning: ‘Lastly, the Allied and Associated Powers cannot overlook . . . 

^ The antepenultimate paragraph of the draft protocol in appendix C. 


Draft Protocol 
between the Allied 
and Associated 
Powers and Ger- 
many relative to 
confirming the obli- 
gations imposed 
upon the German 
Goiernment by the 
Armistice 



committed any real riolation of the Armistice. There had been certain slow- 
ness 01 execution. It would be a mistake therefore to treat as equally serious 
the nomulfilment of that clause and specific violations of the Armistice like 
the Sc?.pa Fimv incident and the non-evacuation of the Baltic Provinces. It 
would perhaps be better to mention in the beginning of the note the more 
imncrtant questions, and to consider secondary \'iolations in a final para- 
graph. 

M. FRO^u^.GEOT said that they had followed the order of the clauses of the 
Armistice conventions: ob\'iously that might be modified. From a legal point 
cf wiev:. on the other hand, he felt obliged to remark that the fact of an obli- 
gation being in course of falfilment did not prevent their considering it un- 
executed. 

l\LASiH.A.L Foch thought that it would be sufficient to say that, on that 
point, the Allied and Associated Powers had not received full satisfaction. 
He t\-ished to repeat, in that case, that there was no formal violation of the 
Armistice, and that it would be well not to confuse in the same category- 
formal violations and incomplete execution. 

M. Berthelot said it had seemed advantageous to make a complete 
enumeration, but he wished to remark that, in the last part, they had to take 
into account the arguments the Marshal had in mind, and that, doubtless, 
it would be sufficient to omit in that last part, paragraphs Nos. 4 and 5 of 
page 4. 

M. PiCHOX summed up that they were agreed to modify the first paragraph 
of page I in the following manner: ‘The obligations, etc., have not been 
carried out, or have not received full satisfaction.’ 

(This suggestion was adopted.) 

Marshal Foch wished to remark that as for point 2,^ they could not 
reproach the Germans with not ha-ving made the reimbursement of the up- 
keep expenses of the troops of occupation, for the simple reason that they had 
not yet told them the total amount of these expenses. It would therefore be 
better to omit the paragraph. 

M. Berthelot thought it was all the easier, as the obligation was covered 
by the Treaty. 

M. PicHOX concluded that the Council decided to omit this paragraph. 

M. Fromageot stated that with regard to Germany’s obligation to deliver 
documente, specie, valuables carried away by her troops, they had not felt 
in a position to mention the valuables removed from the prisoners’ camps, 
as the Minister of Finance had demanded, because the Armistice did not 
speak of it. 

IMr. Polk thought that, although he did not suppose that his Naval 
Experts w'ould raise objections on the point, he wished to make a reservation 
on point 6 [5]-* of the Committee’s draft. Similarly, he felt he must make a 
reservation on point 1 1 [lo]'^ of the draft, concerning the handing over of the 
fourteen tank vessels which had been demanded. He befieved, further, that 
on this pomt It might be possible to find a text wHch would satisfy at once 
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the American Delegation on the one hand, and the British and ihe French 
on the other. 

^I. Berthelot stated they had already taken care to avoid a text which 
appeared to imply a decision by the American Government on propertv in 
these vessels, 

Mr. Polk added that the American Governmeni did not consider that the 
demand for the handing over of those tank vessels could be mainLained. 

^I. Berthelot wished to remark that the Supreme Council had taken a 
decision on the subject, namely that a German obligation existed altiicn^h. 
as between the Allies, the question might be examined ane%v J 

Mr. Polk did not wish to raise, at that time, the question in its entirety, 
but could not help remarking that if the decision which M. Beriheiot re- 
called had not been taken, there w*ould not have been a \iolation of the 
Armistice, in that case, on the part of the Germans. He v: 3 .s hoping that the 
Drafting Committee would prepare a text which ^vould permit of an agree- 
ment. 

M. Henry Berenger stated that they did not at that dme have to 
examine the question of real property in the tank ships, nor \vh^.t tvas me 
legal position of the Deutsche Amerikanische Petroleum GeseLschaft. That 
was a question that belonged to the Reparations Commission: for the 
moment the question was : why had the ships which had been demanded in 
virtue of certain clauses of the Armistice, not been delivered, especially at a 
time when tonnage and fuel w’ere eveiy^vhere the universal need ? He thought 
the British Delegation believed, as he did, that there was there a real obstruc- 
tion on the part of Germany. 

Mr, Polk thought that the question before this meeting was to revise the 
protocol and not to discuss in its entirety the question of the tank ships which, 
however, he was ready to discuss. He simply wished to make a reservation, 
and he was convinced that the Drafting Committee w'ould manage to agree 
on a text which would not bring up the whole question. 

]M. Berthelot said that a distinction should be made between the two 
points: ist, the attitude of the Allies towards the Germans: the Germans had 
been asked to deliver the ships; they ought to do it. 2nd, if the Supreme 
Council had several times decided that the tank ships w^ere to be sent to the 
Firth of Forth it was no longer a matter of settling the question in substance; 
and discussion remained possible as betw^een the Allies and America. But it 
was important to introduce in the protocol a clause. If they w^ere not to do so 
they would unintentionally be deciding the question in substance and to the 
advantage of Germany. 

Mr. Polk thought that the remarks of Ivl. Berthelot might be accurate, 
but as time was short, he w’’Ould for the moment confine himself to making 
a reser\’'ation. 

M- Clemengeau concluded that it w’as understood, then, that the protocol 
would contain a clause on that subject, but for the moment the Council 
decided to reserve the text. 

7 See Vol. I, No. 66, minute i . 
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Sir Etre Cro\\-e asked with regard to point No. 12 [ii]+ of the Com- 
mittee’s draft whether it would not be ad\'isable to examine it at the same 
time as the draft reply to the German note of October loth [12th] on the 
sale of aeronautical material which figured on the agenda of that morning.* 

M. Frojiageot thought that the question would present itself more 
prcStabiy a little later. He would have some observations to make which 
would satisfy the technical experts; and at that time could also be examined 
the draft reply which Sir Eyre Crowe mentioned. He added that, following 
point No. 1 2 [i i],’^ it would be right to alter the text of the paragraph begin- 
ning with the words, ‘A certain number of stipulations, etc.’ ; it should read: 
‘Unexecuted or incompletely executed stipulations’ so as to take into account 
the observations offered some time before by Marshal Foch. 

M. Clemen'CEAU said that they then had to decide what reparations they 
were going to exact for the Scapa Flow incident. 

Captaec Fuller pointed out that the Naval Experts had not been able to 
come to an agreement. The Representative of the United States had made 
a reser\’ation on the subject of floating docks that ought to be exacted.® 

CoiiMANTDAKT Le Vavasseur Stated that he for his part had submitted — 
and his British, Italian and Japanese colleagues were of the same opinion — 
that it was inadvisable to specify the percentage of large and small docks that 
ought to be demanded for the tonnage that was to be replaced. They haH 
thought it sufficient to fix only the total, leaving it to the Commission of 
Naval Control to make the choice. The American Delegate alone had been 
of a different opinion. 

Commandant Le Vavasseur repeated that they had all been agreed upon 
the principle that the handing over of naval material ought to be demanded 
and agreed also upon the amount of tonnage that should be claimed as 
reparation. Their difference existed in the proportion as between large and 
small docks. 

Captain Fuller agreed that was the situation. 

Mr. Polk wished to ask for what reason they could not specify at this time 
the proportion of great docks and small docks to be delivered. 

Captain Fuller replied that it was because this raised the question of the 
docks at Dantzig, for it was at Dantzig that two of the biggest docks Germany 
possessed were situated. 

Mr. Polk said that, in the absence of his naval experts, it was difficult for 
him to take a decision. He felt, however, as he had already stated to the 
Council, that this question brought up the problem of the extent of Germany’s 
ability to make reparation, and for that reason came within the province of 
the Reparations Commission; he confined himself to making a reservation 
and proposed that the discussion be resumed that afternoon. (This proposal 
was adopted.) 

M, Fromageot wished to draw the attention of the Council to the third 
obligation which the protocol imposed on Germany, to take into account the 

* See minute 4 below. 

« Cf. No. 9, minute a and appendix C. 
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remarks which had been presented to the Committee by technical experts. 
They, therefore, proposed to alter the text which the Council had before it 
in the following manner: 

‘third — to make over to the Allied and Associated Governments the value 
of the aeronautical material which had been exported, according to the 
decision that would be given, and the estimate made or notified by the 
President of the Commission on Aeronautical Corxtrol, as provided in 
article 210 of the Treaty of Peace, before the 31st January, tgaoh 
It was the President of the Commission who would decide whether the ex- 
ported material were civil or military, and who as a result of that decision, 
would determine the sum that Germany ought to pay. 

M. SciALOjA remarked that the notification to Germany would be made 
by the President, but that the decision would have to be taken by the Com- 
laaission itself. 

M. FROiLA-GEOT explained that the technical experts had agreed that the 
President be trusted with the power of deciding whether the material in 
question were civil or military. 

Captain Roper stated that the Supreme Council had had to make a 
decision on this point on the 29th September (h.d. 63),'° on the point being 
raised by the British Delegation. In the text prepared by the British Delega- 
tion the President had been mentioned, but in their minds it was clear that 
the President was merely the interpreter of the Commission. 

M. Berthelot added that this meant the decision of the Commission as 
notified by the President. 

M. Clemenceau explained that of course the Commission could always 
delegate its powers to the President. 

M. Fromageot made the comment that the tw'o following paragraphs. 
Nos. 4 and 5 on page 4, ought to be omitted in the light of the explanations 
just offered by Marshal Foch, but that the Drafting Committee thought that 
there was stiU ground for adding to the final paragraph the following phrase 
w'hich was dictated by the analogous terms of paragraph 18 of the annex to 
part VIII of the Treaty: ‘Germany pledges itself not to consider these 
meastues as acts of war.’ 

M. Clemenceau did not think this a very happy addition. ^\Tiat ■were 
they going to do if Germany should refuse to sign that phrase ? 

Marshal Foch announced himself quite hostile to that phrase. 

AI. SciALOjA wished to raise another question. In his opinion it would be. 
well to ask the Germans to come armed with full powers to sign the protocol, 
but expressly on the understanding that that protocol would not be still 
subject to ratification by the National Assembly. Were they not to take this 
precaution they would expose themselves to the anomaly that the Treaty 
w’ould have come into force while the protocol was in the airj for certain 
articles of the German Constitution left it an open question whether the 
document that they wished to have the German representatives sign would 
be valid without ratification by the legislative authorities. 

“ See Vol. I, No. 67, minute 2. 
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Fromageot wished to point out that in their draft note it was stated 
on page 2 that the German representative who was to sign the protocol must 
be armed with full powers.^^ 

M. SciALOjA explained that this meant full powers to sign, but it was 
necessary that this signature should hold Germany without ratification. 

M. Fromageot thought it would be sufficient to modify the first paragraph 
on page 2 of the draft note in the following manner: 

The German Government is therefore asked to give to the German 
representatives, authorized to sign the prom-verbal for the deposit of rati- 
fications, full powers to sign at the same time the protocol of which a copy 
is hereto attached and which provides without further delay for this settle- 
ment.^ 

(It was decided: 

to approve the draft Protocol prepared by the Drafting Committee 
(see Appendix C) to be signed by a representative of the German Govern- 
ment upon the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty of Peace, with the 
following modifications: 

(1) Page 1, paragraph 1 : The obligations [. . .] have not been executed or 

have not been entirely fulfilled.’ 

(2) Page 1, paragraph 2 Eliminate the words ‘within a period of thirty 

days ending on December 11, 1919 [1918].’ 

(3) Page 1, paragraph 3:^^ This paragraph to be entirely eliminated. 

(4) Page 1, paragraph 4 Eliminate in the second line the word, ‘immedi- 

ately’ and add to the fourth line the words, ‘as soon as the Allies 
judge opportune.’ 

(5) Page 1, paragraph 6:^^ In the third line substitute the word ‘coercive’ 

for ‘consecutive’. 

(6) Page 1, paragraph 7 In the third line substitute the word, ‘fiduciary’ 

for the word, ‘judicial’. 

(7) Page 2, paragraph 2 Add at the end of this paragraph the words, 

‘and the destruction in the North Sea of certain submarines on their 
way to England to be handed over’. 

(8) Page 2, paragraph 3:^s This clause is provisionally reserved. 

(9) Page 2, paragraph 4 z^^ line 1, substitute for ‘Clauses of the Armistice’, 

‘Armistice Convention’. 

(10) Page 3, paragraph 3:^^ The first part of this paragraph is reserved, 

and at the end thereof are to be added the words, ‘and various other 
merchant vessels.’ 

(11) Page 3, paragraph 5:^7 Between the words, ‘unexecuted’ and ‘stipu- 

lations’ insert the words, ‘or incompletely executed’. 

” See appendix B, 

Cf. note 3 above. 

13 Numbered paragraph i in appendix G. 

Omitted from appendix G. 

The paragraph references in resolutions 4—9 correspond respectively to numbered 
paragraphs a-7 in appendix G. 

Draft paragraph in lieu of numbered paragraph 10 in appendix G (cf. note 3 above). 
Paragraph immediately following numbered paragraph ii in appendix G. 
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(12) Page 4, paragraph 2:S Add at the end of this paragraph, 'and the 

destruction in the North Sea of certain snhinarines on their way to 
England to be handed over’. 

(13) The next paragraphic was reserved pro\Tsionallv. 

(14) Page 4, paragraph 4:6 This paragraph to be modified so as to read; 

‘To deliver within a period of ten days, from the date of the signa- 
ture of the present Protocol, the machinery and engines of sub- 
marines U-137, U-138 and U-150 by way of reparation for the 
destruction of submarine UC-48, as w^ell as of the three engines of 
submarine U-146, which still remained to be delivered in reparation 
for the submarines destroyed in the North Sea.’ 

(15) Change paragraph 5 on page 4,i9 to read: ‘... according to the deci- 

sion that will be taken, the estimate made and modified [notifiedj^® 
by the Aeronautic Control Commission as provided for in Article 
210 of the Treaty of Peace and before January 31, 1920.’ 

(16) To omit the two last paragraphsi^ of the same page. 

It was further decided: 

that on account of the changes made in the Protocol, the first paragraph 
on page 2 of the draft note to the German Government^ should he modi- 
fied in the following manner: 

‘The German Government is therefore asked to give to the German repre- 
sentatives authorized to sign the proces-verbal for the deposit of ratifica- 
tions, full powers to sign at the same time the Protocol of which a copy is 
hereto attached and which provides without further delay for this settle- 
ment.’) 


4. (The Council had before it a draft reply prepared by the French Dele- 
gation (see Appendix D).) 

Draft reply to the Eyre Crowe proposed to refer this draft back to 

German Note upon th£ Drafting Committee for examination, and also to 
Material whether the text thereof agreed with the resolutions 

which had just been taken. 

(This proposition was adopted.) 

(It was decided; 

(1) to refer back to the Drafting Committee the draft reply to the note 

from the Germcin Government dated October 12th. (See Appendix 

(2) that the Drafting Committee would decide whether the note and the 

protocol which the Allied and Associated Powers had decided to 
send, did not render superfluous the sending of that specific reply.) 

I® Paragraph in appendix G beginning: ‘ist (A) to deliver as reparation for the destruc- 
tion of the German fleet at Scapa Flow — 

Penultimate paragraph in appendix G. 

Gf. the text in appendix G. 
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5. 'The Council had before it the report from the Central Territorial 
Committee concerning the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier (see 
lUply to tke Bulgarian E), and a draft reply from the same Gom- 

Ciur.Ur-Prcposiiions. niittee to the Bulgarian note concerning Thrace (see 
■^s!i^ oftke Appendix F) 

Serholuhlrim ^ Laroghe explained that the Committee had not. 

frontier j been able to agree. Although it was unanimous, as far as 

Thrace was concerned, in refusing the Bulgarian claims, on 
the contrar\\ a disagreement existed on two other points. Two delegations, the 
American and the Italian, were of the opinion that there should be a modifi- 
cation of the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier line as it was defined in the conditions 
of Peace, in two places, namely in the region of Tsaribrod and in the region 
of Bossilegrade. On the contrary, the three other Delegations were of the 
opinion that the original conditions should remain. With regard to 
the Dobrudja, the Committee was equally divided. On September 5, the 
Supreme Council had decided to examine the question of the Dobrudja when 
it would reply to the Bulgarian propositions. ^t the preceding meeting, 
Sir Eyre Cro^ve had proposed that they should confine themselves to answer- 
ing the Bulgarians that the question should not come up in a Treaty between 
Bulgaria and the Allied and Associated Powers, but the American and 
Italian Delegations insisted that the question should be examined anew : as 
far as they were concerned, the question was bound up with that of the 
Serbian frontier. That was the opinion of the majority of the Commission. 


In justification of the changes which they proposed to make in the conditions 
of Peace, the American and Italian Delegations laid stress on arguments 
which were already known, and they also emphasized the feeling which was 
being shown in Bulgaria : they were afraid that the decision of the Conference 
would leave behind them lasting marks of resentment. These arguments were 
not of sufiicient value for the majority. The majority, as a matter of fact, 
pointed out that the Serbian Delegation was familiar with the Peace condi- 
tions : should the Council change them at the last minute, the Serbian Allies 
would be the ones to experience that feeling referred to by the minority 
Delegations. The majority was of the opinion that the reasons which had 
modified the line of the former Serbo-Bulgarian frontier were still good : they 
had wished to protect in the Vraiye region the Belgrade-Salonika railroad 


Not printed. The draft note in this appendix was in two paragraphs. The first read 
as follows: ‘The Alhed and Associated Powers have examined the observations of the 
Bulgarian Delegation relative to the frontier of Thrace with most scrupulous attention. 
Before determinmg this frontier line, such as it is indicated in the Peace Conditions with 
Bulgaria, the Allied and Associated Powers did not fail to fully consider all reasons of an 
ethnical, geographical and even historic order having any influence on their decision. The 
same care has been exercised in studying all arguments presented by the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion.^ For these reasons, the Allied and Associated Powers see no reason to introduce 
modifications in the outline of the frontier.' The second paragraph of the note was identical 
with the last paragraph of appendix B to No. 1 1. 

^ See Vol. I, No. 52, minute 2, 

^ Sec No. 9, minute 4. 
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from a Bulgarian aggression; indeed, it should not he forgoiten thai it -.vas in 
that region, and by reason of the proximit}' of the railroad to the former 
frontier, the Bulgarian attack had begun in 1915. 

Mr. Polk wished to remark that as far as the Dobrudja was concerned, he 
thought it might be sufficient to insert a phrase on the subject in the covering 
letter; that the Allied and Associated Powers would declare, for instance, 
that the time had not come to discuss the question. Should the majorin' 
insist, he would not oppose himself to that decision, but he wished to state 
that he would have to make a formal reservation in the name of the American 
Government. The Dobrudja might become a cause of future war in the 
Balkans, and America would have some diflficulty in interfering in a conflict 
which might be brought about by that question. He therefore wished to ask 
that this reservation be set forth upon the record : that the American Dele- 
gation would prefer the insertion in the covering letter of a line stating that 
the matter would be taken up with Roumania. Was the Supreme Council 
hostile to tin's solution? He ^d not wish to hide the fact that it seemed to 
a great pity, at a time when they were guaranteeing the protection of 
minorities, to go against the rights of these minoriries in the Dobrudja. 

M. PiCHON remarked that the Treaty of 1913 tvhich had decided the tumre 
of the Dobrudja was prior to the war; there was no reason why they should 
change it as far as Roumania was concerned. 

M. SciALOjA did not wish to insist that the question of the Dobrudja should 
be taken up, but he, however, thought that it could veay well be said that it 
did not concern the Treaty with Bulgaria. 

Mr. Polk reiterated the fact that he did not ask for the insertion of a 
disposition to that effect in the Treaty itself, nor even for the addition of a 
phrase in their reply to the Bulgarian counter-propositions; he was only 
aA-Ing that some words to that effect might be put in the covering letter. 

M. Glemenceau thought this amounted to the same thing; such a phrase 
would be offering a pretext for war. 

M. Laroche continued his comment, and said that in the region of 
Tsaribrod, the Serbians had asked for a rectification of frontiers as far as the 
Dragoman Pass which protected Sofia. The Conference did not wish to go 
so far, but they had to point out that there was a series of mountain railways 
which in that region converged on Pirot and which consequentlt were Ae 
roads leading to Nisch; that was the traditional road of the Bulgarian 
invasions. It had appeared to them that there was reason for giving to the 
Serbians the strategic key of that road : indeed Serbia did not have any more 
claims to set up against Bulgaria, and therefore it was right to beliet e that 
there would be no further ambition to satisfy in that direction. On the 
trary, Bulgaria would not cease to claim Serbian territories and on that si e, 
the reasons for aggression subsisted. As a matter of fact the rectification o 
frontiers in question would only have the effect of passing approximate v 

20,000 inhabitants under Serbian authority. j- -u a 

M. Laroche stated that the report of the minority had been distributed 

and that he was ready to read' it. 
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Mr. Polk wished to bring out certain points: first, should they consider 
the text of their first Peace conditions as intangible? Secondly, when the 
question had come up for the first time, M. Tardieu had told them that it was 
only a matter of 7,000 Bulgarians being turned over to Serbian authority. 
On verifying these figures, it was found that as a matter of fact, it was a total 
of nearly 42,000 Bulgarians being turned over as against 93 Serbian in- 
habitants. The only possible justification for this proposed change was to 
give the Serbians the means to attack Sofia without being stopped by any 
intermediar>^ obstacles. He therefore urged the Supreme Council to think 
over the consequences entailed in a decision which meant the handing over 
of 40,000 Bulgarians to the Serbians, so as to facilitate a Serbian attack upon 
Sofia. Even in Serbia the wisest people had seen that this would be a 
mistake which would make more difficult their mission of conciliation. He 
did not wish, how^ever, to retard in any way the hour of Peace, but he felt 
it was his duty to express a very definite protest on this question. 

M. Laroche wished to answer Mr. Polk’s arguments by stating briefly 
that 40,000 Bulgarians in a total population of 4,000,000 inhabitants did not 
represent a very large figure. They had not left Sofia without protection 
since they had let the Bulgarians keep the Dragoman Pass which formed a 
defensive straiegic position of the greatest value; and should it be found 
correct that they had ensured advantages to the Serbians, the reason was 
that they were convinced it was the Bulgarians who would attack. A con- 
cession at Staribord [Tsaribrod] would not make the Bulgarians forget either 
Stroumitza or Monastir, 

M, SciALOjA agreed with the American thesis. The arguments of the 
majority, as a matter of fact, did not seem convincing in the least. The 
ethnographic question was a clear one: this was a question of a population 
purely Bulgarian, of a territory which was Bulgarian by its nature and 
history. The only argument which had been invoked was that of the railway; 
on this point, he wished to bring their attention to the fact that there were 
other points on which the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier came nearer thereto than 
in the Bossiligrade region. Why then base upon the existence of a railroad the 
determination of a frontier? From the military standpoint, they could no 
more give Serbia the means of invading Bulgaria than give Bulgaria the 
means of invading Serbia. If Serbia had legitimate fears, one might, to allay 
these, impose on Bulgaria the disarmament of the entrenched camp of Smilitza 
[ ?Slivmt2a] . The truth was that Serbia wished to have an open door on Sofia, 
They ought to be working to ensure equilibrium ; they should not admit the 
\’iolation of those very principles of peace which they were striving to 
establish. There would always be causes for war; it was not for them to try 
and bring them about. It was clear that Bulgaria would never admit that 
the Serbs get an open road to Sofia. Lastly, he wished to remark that the text 
which they had communicated to the Serbs was only a draft, and that they 
had a perfect right to change it. 

M. Laroche stated that at the present time, from a strategic point of view, 
the Serbs were in a position of clear inferiority. It was the line of the present 
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frontier which had allowed in 1915 the Bulgarian invasion. The Peace 
conditions which they had handed to Bulgaria, at the same time as to ail their 
Allies, were more than a simple draft. They would be taking a ver\^ serious 
responsibility should they modify these conditions. As for the disarmament 
of Smilitza, which M. Scialoja proposed, this w^ould appear to the Bulgarians 
as much more serious than the loss of Staribrod [sic]. 

Mr. Bowman resumed the arguments of the minority as follows; first, he 
thought it was useless to reinforce the feelings of reciprocal hostility between 
the Bulgarians and the Serbs; secondly, the minority did not consider that 
reasons existed to foresee an invasion of Serbia by the Bulgarians. Bulgaria 
was vanquished, and the Treaty disarmed her as well on land as on sea. 
Precautions had been taken to prevent her reorganizing an army; under 
these conditions she could not think of starting a new war for a long rime. 
It was correct that in the Bossiligrade region, the railroad was at a distance 
of about ten miles from the frontier. It was proposed to withdraw this frontier 
to twice that distance, although the population was entirely Bulgarian ; the 
minority would consent to accept this modification, but the case of Tsaribrod 
was entirely different. The frontier on that point formed a salient w^hich 
protected the railroad, and on the other hand, in the south\vest, on a point 
where they had been asked to rectify the line, the frontier came much nearer 
to the railroad. The American and Italian Delegations were aware of the 
fact that if one wished to modify the frontier line, the new line as proposed 
was a good one, but the question was whether such modification was neces- 
sary. They still thought that no sufficient reasons were adduced to justify 
such a change; and when, on the other hand, they pointed out that this was 
the question of greatest interest to Bulgarian opinion, that it would likewise 
in itself be sufficient to prevent a rapprochement between Serbia and Bulgaria, 
that further the draft proposed to them was even opposed by influential men 
in Serbia, they deemed it their duty to maintain their conclusions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that Mr. Polk was perfectly right in saying that 
the Peace conditions which they had handed to the Bulgarians were not 
inalterable. Any modification was difficult when it bore upon a question 
which had been discussed for many months and which had been the result 
of compromise. As a matter of fact the only new point brought up at this 
meeting was more complete statistical information. All the other arguments 
had already been discussed, and he admitted that, in the first Gomnussion, 
all the military experts had agreed that the proposed frontier did not give the 
Serbians offensive military advantages, but only defensive. They were now 
told that the idea of protecting a railroad had no sense, and that a strategical 
argument could never be adduced as against an ethnical one; he would point 
out that the Yugo-Slavs had said the same thing about the fine proposed for 
the new Italo-Slav frontier. In preparing the treaties, they had had to make 
compromises on all points. Why maintain that in this question particularly 
principles were sacred? Would it not be wiser to stand by the clauses on 
which they had agreed? They were as a matter of fact assured that the 
Bulgarian Delegation would sign the Treaty in any event: on the contrary 
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the conversations he had had with the Serbs had convinced him that if they 
were to make concessions to Bulgaria so as to facilitate in Sofia a signature 
which appeared certain, they were running the risk of having the whole 
treaty jeopardized at Belgrade. The Serbian Delegation which had arrived 
in Paris was in a difficult situation: it was ready to sign the Treaty with 
Austria. If this new sacrifice were imposed on Serbia, would the delegation 
still be able to sign? Their common desire was to sign Peace as soon as 
possible. They were sure to have the Bulgarian signature; ought they to 
jeopardize the Serbian signature? 

M. PiCKOX wished only to add one word to Sir Eyre Crowe’s statement. 
The Serbian Delegates had told him that a concession would mean for certain 
political men a decisive argument in favour of the refusal of Serbia’s signa- 
ture. On the other hand, the intentions of Mr. Trumbic were conciliatory. 
Had the Bulgarians deser\’ed that the Allies should bully the Serbs? He did 
not think so. 

Mr. Polk wished to rectify on one point the statements of Sir Eyre Crowe: 
the xAmerican and Italian experts had never accepted the new line of 
frontier; they had always pointed out its dangers. The new line was not the 
work of the Commission; the Supreme Council alone had decided in its 
favour. He did not wish to complicate a difficult situation and he accepted 
that the Council should maintain its former decision, but in that case he felt 
it his dut)' to protest, to point out once more the dangers of such a decision, 
and to repeat that this decision was made against the advice of the American 
Delegation. The American Delegation did not wish to assume any responsi- 
bilit\" w'hatsoever in the event of future conflicts which this decision might 
bring about. 

M. SciALOjA wished to associate himself with Mr. Polk’s declaration. 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

Paris, November i, igig. 


Appendix A to No. io 

J^ote by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 

On July i8th the Council of Five passed certain resolutions. (Attached Ap- 
pendix A.)"^ From these resolutions it will be seen that the General Officer Com- 
manding the British troops in Constantinople and Asia Minor, other than Syria, 
was appointed Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Forces in those parts. As 
Commander-in-Chief, he w^as given the specific duty of demarcating a line beyond 
which neither Greek nor Itahan troops were to be permitted to move. It would 
appear t^t the fact of this officer’s appointment as Commander-in-Chief was not 
communicated to the Alhed troops, as wdll be seen fi*om the following telegrams : — 

I. The British Commander-in-Chief, Constantinople, reported to the War 

« Not printed. This annex recapitulated the resolutions printed in Vol. I, No. 14, 
minute 4. r- 5 -rj 
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Office on September 23rd that the Chief of the French Staff had informed 
his British liaison officer that no intimation had been received from the 
French Government that General IVIilne had been appointed to the com- 
mand of the Allied troops in Asia Minor. 

2. On the 26th October General Milne reported that for the last ttvo months 
he had been endeavouring to obtain from the General commanding the 
Italian troops in Asia Minor a line of demarcation between the Italian and 
Turkish troops as directed in the instructions referred to above. In a letter 
to General Milne, dated September 30th, the Italian General denriiely 
states that he has no knowledge of instructions in the above quoted teiegrarn 
regarding a line of demarcation beUveen the Italian and Turkish Forces. 

General Milne therefore states that so long as the Italian General declines to 
acknowledge his authority, he is unable to take any action in conformity 'with the 
orders of the Supreme Council, and that he cannot accept the responsibility put 
upon him. 

The British Government, therefore, requests that General Rhine’s status may be 
communicated by the respective Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers 
to their subordinates in Constantinople and Asia hlinor. 

28 10/19 


Appendix B to No. 10 

JVote to German Government 

November i, igrg. 

By the terms of the final provisions of the Treaty^ signed at Versailles, June 28, 
1919, it has been stipulated that: 

‘A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn up as soon 
as the Treaty has been ratified by Germany on the one hand, and by three of 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the other hand.’ 

The President of the Peace Conference has the honour of calling to the attention 
of the Government that three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 
namely, the British Empire, France and Italy have ratified, and Germany on the 
other hand, having also ratified the Treaty, the condition referred to above has 
been fulfilled. 

The other Allied and Associated Powers who have up to the present time made 
known their ratification are Belgium, Poland and Siam. 

In compliance with the said provisions, and if the various acts necessary to the 
coming into force of the Treaty be fulfilled in time, there wiU take place in Paris, 
at a date which will be announced later and notification of which will be given 
five days in advance, a proces-verbal of the deposit of these ratifications, at which 
the German Government is requested to participate. 

The final provisions of the Treaty add: 

‘From the date of this first proces-verbal the Treaty will come into force 
between the High Contracting Parties who have ratified it. For ffie detennina- 
tion of all periods of time provided for in the present Treaty this date will be 
the date of the coming into force of the Treaty.’ 

The Principal Allied and Associated Powers have decided that the Treaty shall 
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not go into force untU the execution of the obligations which Germany had by the 
An^stice Convention and the additional agreements undertaken to fulfil and 
which have not received satisfaction, shall have been fully carried out. 

The German Government is, therefore, asked to give to the German representa- 
tive, authorized to sign the proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications, also M 
powers to sign at the same time the Protocol, of which a copy is hereto annexed, 
and which provides without further delay for this settlement. 

Furthermore, the entry into force of the Treaty involves certain consequences 
which, at the present time, it is important to consider. , . 

The German Government therefore is now invited to send to Paris, for November 
loth, 1919, duly qualified representatives for this purpose, to: 

1. Arrange in agreement with the representatives of the Allied and Associated 
Powers the conditions for the setting up of the Commissions of Government, of 
Administration and of Plebiscite, the handing over of powers, the transfer of 
services, the entry of Inter-Allied troops, the evacuation of German troops, the 
replacement of the said German authorities and all other measures above pro- 
vided for. 

Attention is now called to the fact that the German authorities must leave intact 
all service organizations and offices, as well as the documents required by the 
Inter-Allied authorities for the immediate entry on their duties; and that the 
German troops must also leave intact all the establishments which they occupy. 

2. Agree with the Staff of the Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied and 
Associated Powers, as to the conditions of transport of Inter-Allied troops. 


Appendix G to No. 10 
Protocol 

At the very time of proceeding to the first deposit of ratifications of the Peace 
Treaty, it was ascertained that the following obligations which Germany had 
agreed to execute, in the Armistice Conventions and the complementary agree- 
ments, have not been executed or have not received full satisfaction, viz: 

ist. Armistice Convention of November ii, 1918, Clause VII: Obligation of 
delivering 5,000 locomotives and 150,000 cars. Forty-two locomotives and 4,460 
cars are still to be delivered. 

2nd. Armistice Convention of November ii, 1918, Clause XII: Obligation of 
^vithdra^^ing within the frontiers of Germany the German troops which are in 
Russian territory, as soon as the Allies judge the time proper. This withdrawal of 
troops has not been as yet executed, in spite of the reiterated injunctions of August 
27, September 27 and October 10, 1919- 

3rd. Armistice Convention of November ii, 1918, Clause XIV: Obligation to 
discontinue immediately all requisitions, seizures or coercive measures in Russian 
territory. The German troops continue to use these methods. 

4th. Armistice Convention of November ii, 1918, Clause XIX: Obligation of 
immediately delivering all documents, specie, values (of property and finance, 

^ Sec appendix C below. 

^ There followed the nine coxisequences as enumerated in the previous draft in appendix 
A to No. 9. 

Text in British and Foreign State Papers vol. ad, p. 613 f. 
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v.-ith all issuing apparatus' , concerning public or piiv-ate interests in ine invaded 
countries. The complete statement's] of the specie and securities remoTed. 
collected or confiscated by the Germans in the invaded countries , have not been 
delivered. 

5th. Armistice Convention of Xovemher iQiS, Clause XXII: Obligadoncf 
delivering aJi German submarines. Destruction cf the German submarine 
U. C. 485 ofTFerroI, by order of her German Commander, and the destruction in 
the North Sea of certain submarines proceeding to England for delivery. 

6th. Armistice Convention of November i:. 191 8, Clause XXIII: Cbligation 
of maintaining in the Allied ports the German battleships designated by the Allied 
and Associated Powers, these ships being destined to be ulteriorly delivered: 
Clause XXXI : obligation of not destroying any ships before delivery — on June 2: , 
1919, destruction at Scapa Flow of the said ships. 

7th. Protocol of December 17, 1918, annexed to the Armistice Convention of 
December 13, 1918:“^ Obligation cf restoring ail %vcrks cf art and artistic docu- 
ments removed from France and Belgium. All vrorks of art v/hich were transported 
into unoccupied Germany have not been restored. 

8th. Armistice Convention of January 15, to: 9,“^ Clause III and Protocol 
392/1, additional Clause III, ofjuly 25, 1919 : Obligation of delivering agricultural 
implements in iieu of the supplementary railroad material prorided tor in Tables i 
and 2 annexed to the Protocol of Spa, of December 17, 19:8. — The loll owing tvere 
not delivered on the date fixed .^October 1,1919!: 40‘Heucke’ ploughing outfits; all 
the personnel necessary to operate the apparati, all the spades; 1,500 shovels, i ,130 
ploughs 23 26; I5765 ploughs T.F. 18/21; 1,512 ploughs T.F. 23 26; 629 

Belgian ploughs T.F. 0 m. 20; 1,205 Belgian ploughs T.F. o m. 26; 4,282 harrows 
of 2k. 500; 2,157 steel cultivators; 966 fertilizer spreaders 2m. 50; 1,608 ferti- 
lizer spreaders 3113. 50. 

gth. Armistice Convention of January 16, 1919, Clause \T: Obligation of 
restoring the industrial material removed from French and Belgian territories. 
All this material has not been restored. 

loth. Convention of January 16, 1919, Clause VIII: Obligation of placing the 
entire German Merchant Fleet at the disposal of the Allied and Associated Powers. 
A certain number of ships, of which delivery’ had been requested by’ \irtue of this 
clause, have not yet been delivered. 

iith. Protocols of the Brussels Conferences of March 13th and :4ih, 1919: 
Obligation of not exporting any war material of any nature. Exportation of aerial 
material to S'weden, Holland and Denmark. 

A certain number of the above unexecuted or incompletely’ executed stipula- 
tions were renewed by the Treaty’ of June 28, 1919, the going into force of which 
will of right render applicable the sanctions provided for. This applies, in parti- 
cular, to the various payments in kind stipulated as reparation. 

On the other hand, the question of the evacuation of the Baltic pro\inces was 
the object of an exchange of notes and decisions, w’hich are in course of execution. 
The AUied and Associated Powers expressly confirm the contents of their notes, 
the execution of ^vhich Germany, by the present protocol, agrees to carry’ out 
loyally^ and strictly. 

28 Text: op. cit., p. 627. 

25 In error for January 16, 1919; text in British and Foreign State Papers vol. cxii, 

pp. 896-9. 

30 In error for T.F. 
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Lastly, the Allied and Associated Powers cannot overlook, without sanction the 
other infractions committed against the Armistice Conventions, and violations as 
serious as the destruction of the German Fleet at Scapa Flow, the destruction of 
the submarine U. G. 48 ofFFerrol, and the destruction in the North Sea of certain 
submarines proceeding to England for delivery. 

Gonsequently, Germany agrees : 

I St. (A} to deliver as reparation for the destruction of the German Fleet at 
Scapa Flow: 

' Within a period of sixty days from the signing of the present protocol and 
under the conditions prorided for by paragraph 2 of Article 185 of the Treaty 
of Peace, the following five light cruisers: Konigsberg, Pillau, Graudenz, Regensburg, 
Strasshurg^ ’ 

\b) Within a period of ninety days from the signing of the present protocol, and 
in ail respects in good condition and ready to function, such a number of floating 
docks, floating cranes, tugs, and dredgers, equivalent to a total displacement of 
400,000 tons, as the Principal Allied and Associated Powers may demand. 

As regards the docks, the lifting power will be considered as displacement. In 
the number of docks above provided for, there should be about seventy-five per 
cent, of docks of over 10,000 tons. The totality of this material must be delivered 
in situ, 

(B; To be delivered within a period of ten days from the signing of the present 
protocol : 

A complete list of aU the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers which 
are German property. This list, which will be delivered to the Inter-Allied Naval 
Control Commission, provided for by Article aog of the Peace Treaty, will include 
the material which, on the iith of November, 1918, belonged to the German 
Government, or in which the German Government had an important interest at 
that date. 

(G; The officers and men who formed the crews of the battleships sunk at Scapa 
Flow, and who are actually detained by the Principal Alhed and Associated 
Powers, with the exception of those whose surrender is provided for by Article 228 
of the Peace Treaty, will be repatriated at the latest when Germany will have com- 
plied with the above paragraphs A and B. 

The destroyer B 98 wiU be considered as one of the 42 destroyers, the 
dehveiy of which is provided for by Article 185 of the Peace Treaty. 

2nd. To deliver within a period of ten days from the signing of the present 
protrcol: the machin^ and engines of the submarines U-igfy, U-138 and U-150, 
to o the destruction of the submarine U. G* 48, as well as the three engines of 
the mbmaiine U-146, which is still to be delivered, to offset the destruction of sub- 
marmes m the North Sea. 

3nh To pay to ffie Alhed Md Associated Governments: the value of the ex- 
ported amal matc^, according to the decision and the estimation which will be 
i^e ^d no^ed by the Aerial Control Commission, provided for by Article 210 
of me Peace Treaty, and before the 31st of January, 1920. 

^ obligations within the time above 
specified, the Alhed and Assoaated Powers reserve the right to have recourse to 
any cocravc measures, military or other, which they may deem appropriate. 

Done in Paris roio. 
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Appendix D to Xo. io 


The French Delegation 

Draff of Reph tc a cf the GerKsr G^rr^ruv:- 


f Ocr>bir'- 
Vr. 
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1. The refusal, expressed in paragraph one. to admii that the Allied and ^Assc- 
ciated Powers have die right lo spontaneously make definite decisions, is in ci^rnra- 
diction %\ith the Terms of Article 204. paragraph 2, 0: the Peace Treaty, drawn up 
as foilowE: 

'They Tnter- Allied Commissions of Control, will communicate :o the German 
authorities the decisions which the Principal Allied and Associated Po'vers 
Therefore the Supreme Council_ have resen-ed the right to take, or v;hich me 
execution of militaiy’, naval and air clauses may necessitate.’ 

2. The objection raised by the first alinea of paragraph 2 of the German note 
has been considered by the Supreme Council in its meeting of the 23rd of August, 
1919.^“ After ha\ing examined the text of the convention cf Brussels and of the 
telegram from the Economic Supreme Council under date of the 25th of l^Iarch. 
account being taken of the lifting of the blockade, the Supreme C ouncil, consider- 
ing that the agreement made by Germany to execute the terms of Article 2C2 
confers on the Allied and Associated Powers property- rights over the material to 
be delivered, has decided that: 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers will inform Germany that they insist upon 
the principle established that Germany must not alienate her aeronautical 
material. However, the Allied and Associated Powers, making use of thdr property 
rights^ upon this material, reserve . . 

3. The assertion contained in the second alinea of paragraph 2, according to 
which ‘Article 169 of the Treaty provides for the delivery^ of the material, in order 
to be destroyed or rendered unserviceable’, is inaccurate in the particuiar case of 
the aeronautical material, because Article 159,^'^ chapter 2 of Section i, ‘Military 
Glauses’, only- relates to the munitions and the war material referred to in this 
section of the Military Glauses ‘and does not pro\dde at all for the fate of the aero- 
nautical material, which is the object of Section 3 “clauses concerning the military- 
and naval air service” 

The fate of this material is decided by Article 202, which does not pro\ide for 
any destruction, but ‘for the delivery^ in a period of two months, to the places which 
win be indicated’36 with interdiction ‘to shift this material without special authoriza- 
tion of the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

4. According to paragraph 3 of the German note, the Allied and Associated 
Powers refused to admit that there exists any German civilian aircraft. This 
assertion is not mentioned in any- of the notes sent to the German Government but 

31 See document 4 in appendix A to No. 8. 

3= See Vol. I, No. 41, minute 5. 

33 Punctuation as in original. 

In error for 169. 

Inverted commas as in original. 

26 The text of the treaty- reads: ‘Delivery must be effected at such places as the said 
Government may- select, and must be completed within three months.* 

27 The quotation is in the sense, but not the w^ords, of the treaty. 
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on the other hand this Government has been informed by telegram, communicat- 
ing the decision taken by the Supreme Council on the 6th of August, that: 

‘The Allies are aware that military aeroplanes are transformed into com- 
mercial aeroplanes. The President of the Inter-Allied Aerial Control Com- 
mission will be the only judge to declare whether an aeroplane is military or not.’ 
The reason for this is that the Supreme Council has admitted that ‘aircraft con- 
structed since the Armistice according to entirely new plans, might be considered 
as Chilian aircraft’. Therefore, there could only be in Germany a limited number 
of aircraft. Consequently, until the Inter-AUied Aerial Control Commission has 
given iis opinion on the subject of this aircraft, which the German Government 
claims lo be of a civilian nature, it has been decided (29th of September, 1919)^° 
that: 

‘All aeronautical material existing in Germany must be considered as war 
material, and for this reason, can be neither exported nor alienated, nor loaned 
nor utilized, nor destroyed, but must be stored until the Inter-Allied Aerial 
Commission of Control has decided upon its nature.’ 

5. It is true that concerning the execution of the aeronautical clauses of the 
Peace Treaty, a great number of details were settled by direct negotiations between 
the German Government and the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission, 
‘especially appointed to supervise the execution of these clauses ’37 (Article 203) 
and ‘especially directed wdth [.yzc] the supervision of the execution of the deliveries 
provided by the obligations of the German Government (Article 204 — ^paragraph 

But this Commission cannot, in any case, definitely ‘settle the questions at stake’ 
(German Note — ^paragraph 4) but will often have to call for orders from the 
Supreme Council, and ‘to inform the German authorities of the decisions which 
the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have reserved the 
right to take, or which the execution of the aeronautical clauses might necessitate.’^^ 
(Article 204 — ^paragraph 2.) 


Appendix E to No. 10 
Central Territorial Committee 

Report to the Supreme Council on the Bulgarian Demands concerning the 
Serbo-Bulgarian Frontier 

On the question of the frontiers between Serbia and Bulgaria, the Central 
Territorial Committee has not succeeded in reaching a unanimous decision. 

British and French and Japanese Delegations are of the opinion that the 
hue of the firontier as described in the peace conditions with Bulgaria should be 
maintained. 

This line was in fact adopted by the Supreme Council after having been unani- 
mously proposed by the Commission on Jugo-Slav Affairs, which took its decision 
only after having considered all the elements of the problem. None of the argu- 
ment stated by the Bulgarians has appeared of a nature to justify any changes in 
the line adopted. j / / & 

In th^e circumstances, the British, French and Japanese Delegations do not 
beUeve that the only hope [sic] of faciUtating for Bulgaria the accomplishment of 

See Vol. I, No. 29, minute 14. 
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the treaty which is imposed upon her can counter-balance the grave inconvenierxc.s 
which there would be in modifying a decision made with fall knovhedge of the 
facts and which has been notified not only to Bulgariaj but to the Allied Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Government. 


Report of American and Italian DetegctizriC 

The American and Italian Delegations propose that in the regions of Tzarihrcd 
and Bossilegrade [Bosilovgradj the rectifications in favour cf Serbia be 'virhdrav.n 
and that the boundary' in these districts be maintained at the Serbo-Bulgarian 
frontier of 1914. 

In support of this proposition the two Delegations submit the fGil.o';^’ing : — 

1. The population concerned, numbering more than 40x0c. is aimos: 
Bulgarian — 

{Tzaribrod district — ^Bulgarians 20,384; Serbs 79 
(Bossilegrade „ — „ 21,839; „ 12^ 

(Bulgarian statistics — 1910.. 

2. The natural economic outlets of the districts are tov/ards Soda. 

3. The proposed frontier would bring the Serbian frontier :o kilometres nearer 
Sofia, leaving it only 54 kilometres from the Bulgarian capital. 

4. The new frontier possesses no natural advantages over the former frontier, 
in general it follows lower ridges, and in the Bossilegrade district cuts two valley 
heads, which are apparently inaccessible by road firom the Serbian side. 

5. By the present Treat}- the Allies have already made concessions to Serbia at 
the expense of Bulgaria in granting the districts of Strumitza and Kouia (Vidin*, , 
where the population is overwhelmingly Bulgarian. 

6. By accepting the new strategic frontiers the Allies may well expose themselves 
to the charge brought against Austria-Hungary, when in the second Treai}- of 
Bucharest, 1918, the latter advanced the Hungarian frontier in Transylvania, on 
purely strategic grounds, to include the valley heads of the Roumanian streams. 

7. The cession of Tzaribrod and Bossilegrade will result in augmenting the 
large number of refugees already in Bulgaria (now some 400,000 », who are a 
danger for the public security of the country and form centres of propaganda 
against Bulgaria’s neighbours. 

In case the Serbians consider that the entrenched camp at Slivnitza is a danger 
for their own frontier, the Allied Powers can make provisions for its destruction. 

In supporting the frontier proposed in the draft of the Bulgarian, Treaty for the 
districts of Tzaribrod and Bossilegrade, the British and French Delegations 
emphasize strategic considerations and the inconvenience of modifying a frontier 
already notified. 

In reply the American and Italian Delegations assert that strategic considera- 
tions should not outweigh clear ethnic considerations and the wishes of the people 
concerned. As regards the modification of a previous decision, in the cases of 
neither the German nor the Austrian Treaty have the Allies hesitated to make 
rectifications where such appeared justified. 

The American and Italian Delegations are firmly corndneed that the main- 
tenance of the proposed frontier, by its flagrant violation of ethnic considerations 
in favour of strategic frontiers, by its perpetual threat and humiliation to the 
Bulgarian capital, can only render more difficult the maintenance of peace in the 
Balkans. 
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The American and Italian Delegations contend that Bulgarian public and 
official opinion is more strongly opposed to the changes on the western frontier than 
to any other boundaiy^ alterations. We believe that so unexpected a blow, one 
which is peculiarly painful because it strikes at the security and pride of the 
nadonal capital, will serve as the basis of protracted propaganda and eventually 
of war. That the blow was unexpected gives no assurance that its effects will soon 
pass. The deciding question is this: does the act fall within the general rules or 
principles of the Conference? We assert that it does not. 


No. 11 

H. D. 8i .] Xotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Pocvers held in M. PichorCs Room, Quai d'Orsay^ Paris, on Saturday, 
November i, igig, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: USA.i Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 
Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. G. 

Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M, Mantoux. 

The following w^ere also present for the items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : General Bliss, Rear Admiral McGully, Lt. Commander Koehler, 
Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: Hon. C. H. Tufton, Lt. Col. Kisch, Captain Fuller, R.N., 
Commander Dunne, R.N., Commander McNamara, R.N., Mr. A, 
Leeper. 

France: General Weygand, General Desticker, M. Sergent, M. Henri 
Berenger, M. Laroche, M. Larnaude, Commandant Le Vavasseur, 
Commandant La Combe, M. de Montille. 

Italy: General Cavallero, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Mancioli, Capt. de 
Cor. Ruspoli, Prince Boncampagni. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka, M. Adatci, Commandant Ohsumi. 

I. 

Protocol Rclatwe to [Not printed] * 

Unexecuted Clauses 
of the Armistice 

* ‘Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he had reached an agreement with Mr. Polk and M. Henri 
Berenger’ with respect to ntimbered paragraph to of the draft protocol (see No. lO, 
imnute 3 and appendix; C), which now read: ‘to. Convention of January i6, 1919, 

German Mercantile Marine at the, .disposal of 
toe Allied Md ,^ociated Powers. A certain number of vessels, whose delivery had been 
demoded by virtue of this clause, have not yet been handed over.’ The Supreme Council 
adopted tha Uxt. Sir E. Crowe observed that ‘the question of the final distribution of tank 
snips r em a in ed undecided as between the Allies’. 
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2. (The Council had before it the draft reply prepared by the CsKtra! 
Territorial Committee 'see Appendix* A'.' 

sSgarimComter- , ^ iecisior. taken 

Proposals Council at its morning meeting, tnis Committee had 

prepared a draft reply relative to the frontiers of Bulgaria 
(see Appendix B), 

(He then read the text of this draft reply, which was approved.; 

(The draft replies concerning Part I (Covenant of the League of ^'ation5). 
Part III, Section IV (Protection of ilinorities). Part I\h Section II ^ rsaval 
Clauses), and Part I\ , Section III (Clauses concerning ililitaxv and ZVaval 
Agnation), w-ere approved, with the exception that the third paragraph of 
this draft reply (Part TV, Section III) was eliminated.) 

M. Laroche said that the ^Military Representatives were in favour of 
suppressing Secret Articles I, II and lil of the Militaiy- Convention. The 
Naval Commission, which had met that morning, \vas likewise in favour of 
suppressing Secret Article IV. Thus, all the Secret Articles were supDresseG,^ 
and the answer could be made to Bulgaria that she would not have lo concern 
herself with expenses of occupation after the coming into force of the Treaty, 
inasmuch as after that time there would be no occupation. The Military 
Representatives w^ere disagreed on two points of the Military Clauses. Three 
Delegations thought that Bulgaria’s demands concerning the reintroduciion 
of obligatory military’ service could not be accepted at the present time, but 
that the question should later be examined anew. This was the opinion of 
the American, French and Italian Delegation [s]. The Japanese Delegation 
was not represented. The British Delegation w’as opposed to this concession. 
Likewise, the British Delegation could not agree to the recommendation of 
the majority'^ of the Military Representatives that Bulgaria should be autho- 
rized to form a corps of frontier guards consisting of 3,000 men. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the first question was one on w’hich the British 
Government could not change its position. If the head of his Government 
were there, he was sure that he would not }ield; for a principle was at stake 
on which there could be no compromise. If a concession were made to 
Bulgaria on this point she would be granted an advantage which no other 
enemy had obtained. Moreover, havdng in mind the principle of eventual 
disarmament, the abolition of conscription was an unquestioned step in 
advance. The British Empire had introduced this principle and he thought 
the United States would likewise do so. On the other hand, with respect to 
the second point, the British Delegation might accept a compromise; it 
W’ould accept the view’ of the majority if it w’ere distinctly understood that the 
corps of frontier guards should only be recruited by voluntary' enlistment.^ 

" For a text of the secret articles of the Bulgarian armistice convention of September 29, 
1918, see Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States^ tgig: The Paris Peace 
Corference (Washington, 1942 f.), vol. ii, p. 242. 

3 The text of the part of the reply in question contained in appendix A had etidently 
been corrected in the light of the discussion in the Supreme Council. 



M. PiCHON said that he agreed with the British argument. This principle 
had been applied with respect to other enemy Powers, and there was no 
reason to mahe an exception here. 

Gen-eral Desticker explained that all the Military Representatives had 
realized that it was a serious matter to modify an accepted principle, but 
that Bulgaria had adduced concrete arguments which appeared to be of 
considerable weight; he pointed out that, for a population of 65,000,000 
inhabitants in Germany, the Council had allowed an Army of 100,000 men. 
Being an agricultural country, Bulgaria, with 5,000,000 inhabitants could 
never recruit 20,000 men. If the proportion was to be maintained, either the 
Bulgarian Army should be reduced to 7,000 or 8,000 men, or the German 
Army should be increased to 260,000 men. 

M. PicHON pointed out that the same reasoning could have been applied 
to Austria. Nevertheless the army of Austria, with a population of 6,000,000, 
had been fixed at 30,000. To violate a principle is more serious than to be 
illogical in a matter of proportion. 

Geotral Gavallero observed that the Military Representatives had not 
failed to bear in mind the question of Austria; they had thought, however, 
that Austria, a country with a large urban population and comprising in its 
territory the remnants of a large army, would only encounter difficulties of a 
financial nature in recruiting a volunteer army. On the other hand, Bulgaria 
was an agricultural country whose population showed no taste for military 
service. They had thought that an army of 20,000 men was necessary to 
Bulgaria. She should be able to recruit such an army, or else the contrary to 
what was necessary for the maintenance of order would be arrived at. 
Finally it should not be forgotten that there were in Bulgaria extreme ele- 
ments, comitadjis and others. It was almost certain that these elements 
would constitute the bulk of the army, and they were elements of disorder. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the arguments advanced by General 
Gavallero proved that the Covmcil had been right in adopting the principle 
of voluntary recruiting. The difliculties which the Balkan States would 
encounter in the formation of volunteer armies would deter them from adopt- 
ing a warlike policy. 

M. PicHON thought that the most reasonable course was to maintain the 
principle which had been adopted. 

Mr. Polk agreed. 

M. Matsui likewise agreed. 

M. ScaALOjA suggested that it could be said that the Council of the League 
of Nations would be competent to modify the Peace conditions on this point. 

M. Laroche thought it would not be well to put this in writing. 

M. PiCHON pointed out that it was a reply that could be delivered orally 
to the Bulgarians if the question were raised. 

The draft replies concerning Part V, Section I (Prisoners of W^ar and 
Graves), Part VI (Penalties), Part VII (Reparations), Part VIII (Financial 
Qanses), Part IX (Economic Clauses) and Part XI (Ports, Waterways and 
Railways), were approved. 
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The draft reply concerning Part XII (Labour), was adopted after sup- 
pressing the second paragraph thereof,^ 

It was understood that if the Bulgarian Delegation asked that Bulgarian 
Representatives should attend the International Labour Conference at 
’Washington a favourable reply should he given them orally, 

IVI. Laroche pointed out that in the draft covering letter the Bulgarian 
Delegation was accorded lo days within which to submit its reply. This delav 
had seemed necessary on account of the distance and of the fact that there 
were no daily trains to Sofia. 

J^Ir. Polk asked if such a long delay was absolutely necessaiy’, 

M. PiGHON observed that the reply to the Bulgarian counter-proposals 
would be delivered on November 3rd and that the time for the Bulgarian 
final reply would run until November 13th. He proposed to grant the 
Bulgarians 10 days but not to consent to any prolongation. 

Sir Eyre Grow^e suggested that when the reply was delivered the Bul- 
garian Delegation could be orally informed thai it would be useless for it to 
ask for a further delay. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished especially to thank the Commissions entrusted 
wdth preparing the replies to Bulgaria and the draft protocol, for the energ\' 
and ability they had shown: thanks to their untiring efforts two ver%' im- 
portant questions had been settled in an exceedingly short time, 

J^Ir. Polk wished to join in this expression of thanks. 

M. PiGHON said that the Council was glad to extend its hearty congratula- 
tions to these Commissions. 

It was decided: 

(1) to accept the draft reply prepared by the Central Territorial Com- 

mittee to the three letters of the Bulgarian Delegation dated 
October 24th (see Appendix A), with the following modifications: 

(a) Military Clauses.^ — In the reply to the Bulgarian Delegation it 

should not he stated that die Allied and Associated Powers 
reserve the right to examine anew article 65 of the Treaty of 
Peace, at such time as the Commissions of Control which will be 
sent to Bulgaria shall have given them exact information as to 
the possibilities for recruiting the Bulgarian Army. 

(b) Military Clauses, — ^It should be stipulated that the special corps of 

frontier guards whose creation is authorized and whose strength 
may not exceed 3,000 men, cannot be recruited in any other way 
than by voluntary enlistment. 

(c) Clauses concerning Military and Naval Aviation. — ^The third para- 

graph of the draft reply on this point should he eliminated. 

(d) Part XII (Labour).^ — ^The second paragraph of the draft reply on 

this point should be eliminated. 

(2) that the draft covering letter shoidd likewise be approved. 

It was further decided: 

to approve the reply prepared by the Central Territorial Committee, 
relative to the frontiers of Bulgaria, in conformity with the decisions taken 
by the Coimcil at its preceding meeting. (Appendix B.) 
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3- M. Berthelot communicated to the Council a memorandum from 
Marshal Foch concerning a request for assistance made by 
Assistance to the Lat\aan Government and a draft reply to this request 

Latvian Government Appendix G.) 


It was decided : 

(1) to approve the recommendations of Marshal Foch with respect to the 

reply to be made to the Latvian Government’s request for assis- 
tance; 

(2) that Marshal Foch should communicate this reply to the Latvian 

Government. (See Appendix C). 


4. Captaix Fuller read a report of the Naval Representatives dated 
November ist, 1919. (See Appendix D.) 
lUparationfor the Eyre Crowe asked how much of this report should be 

^^^erted in the protocol to be signed by the representative of 
ScapaHow ^ German Government, Part of the report only concerned 

the Allied and Associated Governments and could only be 
discussed between them. 

Captain Fuller said that paragraphs {a) and (b) of Section i and all of 
Section 2 should be inserted in the protocol. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether Section 3 should likewise be inserted, 

Capt-Un Fuller said that it was not necessary. 

Mr. Polk felt sure that during the coming week it would not be difficult 
for an agreement to be reached as to the details of this Section but he thought 
it better to insert in the protocol only the provisions essential thereto. 

Captain Fuller said that with respect to delivery of the light cruisers it 
should be specified that their delivery should take place within two months, 
that is to say, within the period which had elsewhere in the Treaty of Peace 
been pro\Tded for the delivery of vessels. On the other hand, the list of 
material to be delivered should be transmitted to the Allied Naval Com- 


mission of Control within 10 days as provided in the report. The majority 
of the naval representatives thought that the Allied Naval Commission of 
Control should itself draw up the list of material whose delivery was de- 
manded in accordance with certain principles indicated in the report. The 
American representative had asked that the powers of this Commission of 
Control should be limited to determining the percentage of the different 
classes of maritime material demanded. In order to arrive at an agreement 
with the American Representative the majority had been prepared to ask as 
much as 80% of the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers which 
belonged to the German Government on November nth, 1918, and 80% 
of the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in which the German 
Government had a predominant interest on November nth, 1918, but it had 
not been possible to arrive at an agreement. 

Mr. Polk said he had no objection to make with respect to light cruisers 
but that his Naval Advisers had made reservations with respect to floating 
docks of over io,ooo tons whose deliveiy was provided for. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe observ’ed that it was, nevertheless, neces'an- that the 
protocol indicate the total tonnage demanded from the Germans. 

Mr. Polk inquired if it would not suffice to state in the protocol that the 
Germans should deliver a number of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and 
dredgers equivalent to the displacement of 400,000 tons. 

Captain Fuller thought not; he thought it important that the Germans 
should have definite information as to what they would be asked to deliver. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the question was complicated by the fact 
that two of the most important floating docks owmed by Germany were at 
Dantzig. If they were taken there was a risk of incurring protests on the part 
of the Free City of Dantzig and of the Polish Government. Therefore, it was 
im portant to specify the percentage of docks of over 1 0,000 tons displacement 
W'hich were to be demanded. 

Mr. Polk asked if paragraph {b) of Section I of the report could not be 
drafted as follows: 

‘Such number of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, up 
to a total displacement of 400,000 tons, as the Allied and Associated Powers 
may demand.’ 

Captain Fuller thought that it was better to say : ‘equivalent to the dis- 
placement’, otherwise the Germans might think that the 400,000 tons consri- 
tuted a maximum, and the Allied and Associated Potvers w’ould run the risk 
of not obtaining the full amount. 

■ Mr. Polk said that he did not wish to make the Allies lose a single ton to 
which they were entitled, but if a wording was insisted upon w'hich might 
involve stripping the German ports of all their maritime material he would 
have to ask for instructions from his Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the information at his disposal showed that 
there was no question of stripping the German ports. 

Mr. Polk said that he could not unreserv'edly accept the figures given by 
the majority because they had not yet been verified. However, he was ready 
to accept the wording proposed by the majority, if it was clearly understood 
that the German ports would not be stripped of all their material and that 
the composition of the reparation to be demanded would only be decided by 
the Council after he had received instructions from Washington on that point. 

Captain Fuller pointed out that Sections 4 and 6 should equally be 
inserted in the protocol. 

(This recommendation was adopted.) 

(It was decided: 

( 1 ) that paragraph 1 (fe) of the report of the Naval Representatives con- 
cerning the compensation to be demanded of the German Govern- 
ment for the sinlHng of its warships at Scapa Flow (see Appendix D) 
be modified to read: ‘Such number of floating docks, floating cranes, 
tugs and dredgers, equivalent to the displacement of 400,000 tons, 
as the Allied and Associated Powers may demand. The lifting 
power of a dock to he taken as displacement, and approximately 
75 % of the docks over 10,000 tons are to he included’ ; and that as 
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thus modified, the said report should be approved; provided that 
the composition of the compensation to be taken from the German 
Government should only be decided by the Supreme Council after 
Mr. Polk had received the instructions of his Government on that 
point. 

(2) that paragraph 1, modified as above, paragraph 2, paragraph 4 and 
paragraph 6 of the said report be incorporated in the Protocol rela- 
tive to imexecuted clauses of the Armistice.) 


5. M. Berthelot stated that the Drafting Committee had found, after 
Draft Reply to the examination, that it would be superfluous to send the draft 
German Note of reply submitted to it by the Council, in view of the stipula- 
October 12th, rela- tions contained in the Protocol to be signed by Germany 
tke to the Sale of (See H.D. 80/ Minute 4.) 

Aeronautical 

Material meeting then adjourned.) 


H8tel de Crillon^ 

Paris, November i, igig. 


Appendix A to No. i r 


Reply of the Allied and Associated Powers to the Observations of the Bulgarian Dele- 
gation on the Conditions of Peace 

Document i 


Peace Conference 
The Chairman, 


PARIS, November g, igig. 


To: His Excellency Mr. Theodoroff, Chairman of the Bulgarian Delegation, 

Sir, 

The i^ed and ^ociated Powers have considered, with the greatest care, the 

obw^Mions submitted to them by the Bulgarian Delegation, in its three letters 
dated October 24.® 

They have tak^ cognizance with satisfaction of the Bulgarian Government’s 
avoura e reception of those clauses in the conditions of peace which relate to the 
^a^e of Nations, the Protection of Minorities, and to Labour. They are pleased 
to ol^rvemthK adherence by Bulgaria to the various conditions of Parts I, III 
- ° ® Treaty, that country’s desire henceforward to conduct her policy 

humanitarian principles and ideas of international 
sohdanty which have inspired the AUied and Associated Powers. 

Bulgarian Delegation further asked that alterations 
f provisions of the Treaty, and more especially those 

renting to the mihtary, financial and economic clauses, etc. 

tion“!w’ “ territorial questions, the Bulgarian Delega- 

•* No ^ responsibilities incurred by its country through having entered 

s See No. 6, note i. 
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the war against the Entente Powers, attempted to mitigate the same by urging that 
Bulgaria was forced into the war by a party Government, the large majority of the 
population being in favour of the Entente. In this connexion the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion alleges that the German alliance was merely an accident as far as Bulgaria 
was concerned, whilst representing for other Balkan States the permanent basis 
on which they conducted their policy. It also denied the charge that Bulgaria ever 
entertained ideas of hegemony calculated to imperil the peace of the Balkans. 
On the other hand it denounced the ambitions of neighbouring countries, to 
it ascribed the responsibility for the war. 

The Allied and Associated Powers do not wish to follow the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion in this discussion. The eloquence of facts is sufficient for them. 

If it w’^ere true that Bulgarian public opinion was not unanimously favourable to 
the idea of an alliance with the Central Powders, the support of the countiy' was 
nevertheless given to a Government w'hich satisfied its territorial cravings by 
undertaking a policy of conquest. 

The Allied and Associated Powders cannot forget that the Bulgarian troops, 
sustained by popular sentiment, did not hesitate to attack the Serbian army &om 
the rear and without provocation, thus paralyzing the heroic resistance w^hich that 
army was opposing on another front to invaders who menaced the independence 
of Serbia. 

When the Bulgarian troops were led against Roumania, not only did they seize 
the territories on the right bank of the Danube claimed by Bulgaria, but they also 
crossed the river, acting as the vanguard of the German armies. Eveiywhere they 
showed by their attitude that they %vished to slake their hatred of the occupied 
country. There, as in Serbia and Greece, Bulgaria waged a war of conquest and 
pillage and public opinion applauded the success of her armies. 

The Bulgarian Delegation alleges that its country did not believe that in the war 
w’hich it had declared it would be opposed by the Powders of the Entente. How 
could the Bulgarian people believe for an instant that the Serbian Army w'ould be 
left \vithout help from its Allies, when the terrible struggle in which that Army was 
engaged with the Central Empires had for its origin the aggression of Austria- 
Hungary against Serbia? If the slightest doubt could have existed in this respect 
amongst the Bulgarian troops, how can it be explained that, when they found 
themselves in contact with the troops of the Entente, their country show’ed no 
disposition to withdraw and renounce a combat against the Powers who had 
contributed most towards Bulgarian independence? It w^as not until the Bulgarian 
Army w^as conquered in the field and forced to lay down its arms that Bulgaria 
asked for peace. She waited until that moment to disavow^ the Government w'hich 
had dragged her into a fatal adventure. 

The Allied and Associated Powders cannot lose sight of the fact that, by ranging 
herself on the side of the Central Empires and by remaining in that alliance until 
the moment when their defeat appeared certain, Bulgaria broke the principal line 
of communication between Russia and her Allies, opened to Germany the road 
to the east, and thus rendered inevitable the prolongation of the war. She is, 
therefore, responsible for the terrible evils which resulted therefrom. 

Nevertheless, it is no idea of vengeance which has animated the Allied and 
Associated Powers in preparing the conditions of peace handed to the Bulgarian 
Delegation on September 19. 

These Powers do not dream of making Bulgaria expiate all her faults of the past. 
They wish merely to establish a peace which shall be just and consequently durable 
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and fertile. They feel that the conditions of peace, drawn up in no heat of passion, 
are calculated to ensure the peaceful development of Bulgaria and to allow her to 
re-establish her normal economic existence within a short period. In this connection 
they would remind her of the fact that she is guaranteed a free economic outlet on 
the Aegean. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have, none the less, examined the observa- 
tions formulated by the Bulgarian Delegation with the most scrupulous attention. 
The appended Notes^ answer the various requests contained in the letters of 
October 24, but must not be considered an authorized interpretation of the Treaty, 

If the Allied and Associated Powers do not answer all the questions raised by 
the Bulgarian Delegation it is because, after examining them, they did not feel able 
to settle them as requested. Non-receipt of a reply must not, therefore, be held to 
mean consent. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have acceded to the wishes expressed by the 
Bulgarian Delegation in a certain number of points. The alterations thus made in 
the draft Treaty are final. 

On all other points the text presented to the Bulgarian Delegation remains un- 
changed, as appears from the document appended to the present letter. This text 
can now only be accepted or rejected as it stands. 

The Bulgarian Delegation will be so good as to inform the Allied and Associated 
Po^vers, within a period of ten days from the date of the present communication, 
whether it is prepared to sign the Treaty in its present form. 

After that period, the Armistice concluded on September 29, 1918, will be 
considered at an end and the Allied and Associated Powers will take any steps they 
may think fit. 

I remain, etc. 

G. Clemengeau, 


Document 2 

Part I 

THE COVENANT OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 
{Articles i to 26) 

In expressing her wish to be received into the League of Nations as soon as 
possible, Bulgaria declares herself especially anxious to prove her good faith before 
an august legal Association capable of judging her according to her real deserts 
and her zeal to acquit herself of her international obligations. 

The j^^Ked and Associated Powers note this statement, which conforms to their 
ideas, with satisfaction. The future attitude of Bulgaria, if agreeing with the inten- 
tions above set forth, will no doubt be such as to facilitate and hasten her admission 
to the League of Nations. 


Part II 

FRONTIERS OF BULGARIA 
{Articles 2J to 55.) 

[Not printed]*^ 

® Document 2 below. 

7 Part II of the draft reply was the same in substance, though not in detailed drafting, 
as the text in appendix B below, approved by the Supreme Council. 

158 



Part III 

POLITICAL GLAUSES 
Section IV. Protection of Minorities 
{Articles to j/) 

[Not printed]® 

Part IV 

MILITARY, NAVAL, AND AIR CLAUSES 
Section I. Military Clauses 
{Articles 64-82) 

After consideration of the counter-proposals formulated by the Bulgarian 
Delegation, the Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers have the honoTjr 
to communicate below their decision with regard to the ^Military Clauses. 

Military Clauses 

1. The modification proposed to Article 65 would result in allowing ike Bul- 
garian State to incorporate each year more than half of the annual class, and thus 
to give a military training to the majority of the able-bodied population. 

However strong the social and economic arguments, put forward by the Bul- 
garian Delegation, may be, the institution of a military regime based on com- 
pulsory service is absolutely contrary to the principle of the reduction of armaments 
that the Allied and Associated Powers have agreed to impose on their former 
enemies, as alone being able to ensure the peace of the world in the future. 

This modification cannot be accepted 

2. The modification proposed to Article 66 would result in raising the strength 
of the Bulgarian army from 20,000 to 25,000 men. This addition would be con- 
trary to the principle of the reduction of armaments mentioned above ; it is also in 
no way justified by any argument contained in the Bulgarian counter-proposals. 

This modification cannot be accepted 

3. The modification proposed to Article 69 and which w^ould result in the 
creation of a ‘Special corps of Frontier Guards’ would appear to facilitate the 
maintenance of order on the Bulgarian firontiers, without forming any appreciable 
danger for the Powers neighbouring on Bulgaria. 

This modification can therefore be accepted on condition that the corps in quest 1071 shall be 

recruited by voluntary enlistment and shall not exceed 3^000 men, 

4. The modification proposed to Article 66 and intended to raise the proportion 
of officers from one-twentieth to one-fifteenth, would allow the Bulgarian Army 
to form supplementary cadres. 

8 The first two paragraphs of this section were, subject to variation in phraseology*, of tne 
same general sense as those of the draft printed by D. H. IVliller in My Diary at the Conferenre 
of Paris (New York, 1924—6), vol. xiii, p. 491. In place of the last paragraph of the draft 
there printed, the text in the present appendix concluded: ‘The Bulgarian Delegation has^ 
also drawn the attention of the Allied and Aissociaied Gtovemments to the position ot 
Ottoman nationals formerly resident in the Dobrudja, Thrace and ^lacedonia and at 
present refugees in Bulgaria. The Allied and Associated Powers have noted this remark 
and will take all necessary steps with a view to remedying the position in q^uestion. 
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And also there is no reason to allow the demobilization of officers by echelons 
within a two years' time limit, this method not having been authorized for any of 
the former enemies of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

It should furthermore be observed that the argument based on the impossibilitv 
of pacing pensions to the large number of ofiicers who are to be discharged immedi- 
ately, appears to have but little value, since the Bulgarian Government, if it main- 
tained these officers on the Active List, would have to bear a much greater 
financial burden. 

This modification cannot be accepted 

5. The modification proposed to Article 73 has for its object the creation of a 
school for non-commissioned officers. It is incumbent on the Bulgarian State 
to organize the training of its non-commissioned officers in their corps, and there 
is no need for instituting a special school. 

This modification cannot be accepted 

General Clauses 

The request for the suppression of Article 102, in its entirety, cannot be accepted 
since ffie Mied and Associated Powers must ensure, through the organs of control 
at their disposal, that the conditions of the Armistice have been completely carried 
out. 

However, the part relative to the military convention (Secret Articles, para- 
graphs I, 2, 3 and 4)2 will cease to be applicable at the moment of the coming into 
force of the Treaty of Peace. 

Furthermore, in order to avoid aU possibility of misunderstanding, the Allied 
and Associated Powers agree that only those dispositions of the Armistice Conven- 
tion which are not inconsistent with the stipulations of the Treaty of Peace shall 
remain in force. 

They agree, therefore, that Article 102 of the Treaty of Peace shall be replaced 
by the following Article : 


Article los 

The foUo\vmg dispositions of the Armistice of September 29th, 1918, namely, 
P^^aphs I, 2, 3, and 6, remain in force in so far as they are not inconsistent 
with the stipulations of the present Treaty.’ 


Section II. Naval Clauses 

of o^on that they cannot accept in its entirety the request made by 
toe Bulgan^ Delegation concerning Naval Glauses, the AlHed and Associated 
o^ers autocue Bulgaria to retain a small number of lightly-armed vessels for 
pohce and fishery duties. 

Tri^tr— following addition will be made to Article 83 of the 

‘Bulgaria will, however, have the right to maintain on the Danube and along 

torpedo-boats and 

top all without torpedoes and torpedo apparatus, to be selected by 

toe Commission referred to in Article 99. 

persoimel of the above vessels shall be organized on a purely civilian 

cra^nn^^^ aBowed to Bulgaria must only be replaced by lightly-armed patrol 
aft, not exceedmg 100 tons displacement and of non-military diaracter!* 
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The Allied and Associated Powers lui-ther asree that the scierLtihe material 
claimed by Bulgaria for use in her Aquarium may. at the directicn of the Com- 
mission referred lo in Article co. be allotted :c her after the losses sustained by the 
Allies have been made gcod. 


Section III. MmiTAS.Y ane Naval A:s Clauses 
ArrcLcs 6j :-3 03 

The Allied and Associated Pov/ers consider that no change is adnoissihle in the 
clauses concerning milirar>' and naval a^darion. 

Article 89. which gave rise to the claims contained in Section III 0: C from the 
Bulgarian Delegation, was drafted %rith full kno'vledtje o: the matter in hand and 
with the firm intention of reiusing to Bulgaria the right to possess anv air sc uadr oils 
or airships for any purpose tvhatsoever. 

The Allied and Associated Po^'/ers see no reason for ‘2rantint: tc Sulgaria a oriti- 
lege which has been refused to Germany and Austria. 


Pa5.T V 

PRISONERS OF WAR AND GRAFTS 
Section I. Prisoners of War 
{Articles loj tc iij) 

[Not printed] 


Part VI 
PENALTIES 
(Articles Ji8 to 120] 

Articles 118 to 120, concerning penalties, cannot be altered in accordance -with 
the Bulgarian request without endangering the very' principle of justice cn which 
they are based. 

In claiming the right to bring the authors of acts in violation of the laws and 
customs of war before military’ tribunals of countries against whose nationals Bul- 
garian troops have committed such crimes, the Allied and Associated Powers are 
only conforming to the usual legal principles concerning competence. If, despite 
criticism based on the relations between the Balkan nations, the Allied and 
Associated Powers considered this jurisdiction preferable to a tribunal of which 
their own representatives were members, still less would they agree to establish 
jurisdiction from which belligerent Powers would be excluded whose competence 
W'as greatest {Greece, Roumania, Serbo-Croat-Slovene State). 

Finally, the Allied and Associated Powers cannot agree that any weight be 
attached to legal proceedings, prosecutions or sentences instituted or pronounced 
by Bulgarian tribunals since Article 1 18 is only a necessary- result of the system of 
legal proceedings which they desire to organize, failing which such proceedings 
would be absolutely without effect. 
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Part VII 
REPARATIONS 
^Articles J2i to 131) 

L The Bulgarian Delegation asks for a reduction of the sum mentioned in 
Article 121 of the Conditions of Peace as representing the obligations imposed on 
Bul'^^aria by ^vay of reparation; ha\ing calculated the various charges assumed by 
the "country- after Peace is signed— in which are included moreover her normal 
nscal expendirure, the service of her public debt, and her war pensions and the 
upkeep of the army— the Delegation complains the Treaty will leave Bulgaria 
plunged in debt, and unable to bear the liabilities imposed on her. 

Bulgaria undoubtedly have heavy liabilities to bear. These will not, how- 
ever, be the result of the Conditions of Peace, but of the war of aggression in which 
she voluntarily took part, into which she entered of her own free will, in a spirit of 
domination and conquest. Bulgaria has failed in a scheme undertaken contrary 
to the law of nations and of liberty, in the hope of illicit territorial and material 
gains. It is right andjusc that she should now atone. Are there not certain nations 
among the Allied and Associated Powers who, without sharing Bulgaria’s guilt, 
have merely defended their life and independence, but who will be obliged for 
generations to toil and endure hard sacrifices in order to regain their past strength 
and prosperity? 

The Conditions of Peace are just and even lenient; the obligations imposed on 
Bulgaria have been limited to a sum which is decidedly lower than the amount of 
damage sustained by the Allied and Associated Powers by reason of her entry into 
the war. If the latter acted in this manner, it was precisely because they wished to 
take into account Bulgaria’s capacity for payment, which they made every effort 
to estimate with absolute impartiality. The second paragraph of Article 124 of the 
Conditions of Peace — w'hich provides for Germany’s renunciation of a debt of 
Bulgaria’s transferred to the Reparation Commission for the benefit of the Allied 
and Associated Powers by the Treaty of Versailles — ^is proof positive of this desire 
not to demand from Bulgaria anything which may exceed her resources. There 
can therefore be no question of cancelling the figure of 2 milliard 250 million gold 
francs. But if, against all probability, it should in future become evident that, 
Bulgaria’s position not being as now estimated, she is at any particular time unable 
to pay the instalment corresponding to her contribution towards reparation, 
Article 122 of the Conditions of Peace is amply sufficient to permit of any justifiable 
modification being granted to her. 

II. In connection herewith, the Bulgarian Delegation asks, in the first place, 
that a total sum be fixed representing the entire amount of liabilities devolving on 
its country under the various provisions of the Treaty, and secondly that the yearly 
payments mentioned in the fifth paragraph of Article 12 1 of the Conditions of 
Peace shall not be higher during the first few years, when the resources of the State 
will be most restricted, than during subsequent years. 

As regards the first point, the Allied and Associated Powers are unable to give 
satisfaction to Bulgaria. The reasons for refusal are obvious when it is remembered 
that Bulgaria wishes to see her own military expenditure included in the total to 
be Kmited in advance. It wotild thus be veiy easy for Bulgaria to reduce to a 
tninim um her obligation to share in the reparation for damage. 

With regard to the second point, on the contrary, the observations of the Bul- 
garian Delegation did not appear unfounded. The Allied and Associated Powers 
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agree therefore to insert an alteration in the fifth para;grsph of Article isr. the 
second clause of \vhich shall henceforth read as follov/s : — 

‘Therefore, each half-yearly paooment shah inchude. 0”er and above the pay- 
ment of interest at the rate of 5^- five p^r oenttir: per an mm, the provisitn 
of a sinking fund sufhcient to extinguish the total smc'in: duo hy Bulsraria in 
5 7 years from January : . 1921." 

In this manner, the yearly payments :o he made hy Bulgaria ^uld not neces- 
sarily become less as time gees cm. and instructions could he uh'en the Int*^ rallied 
Commission to arrange for these payments in accordance -.'uth practical pcss:- 
biiides. 

III. It goes tvithout saying that the Allied and ,^*sscciated Pov/ers cannot 
consider the possibility of fixing the reparaticn debt in ievas, as requested by the 
Bulgarian Delegation; it is obvious that in that case Bulgaria vrouid have no 
further interest in maintaining the internatlcnal value of her currency, and cc-uld 
indeed reduce the actual value of her payments indeiirdtely. 

It does not seem impossible under this head, hov’ever, t''- grant tt Bulgaria 
certain facilities for patment by perrrutting th? Interallied C-ommissi-tn. :f neces- 
saiyy to accept payment in Ievas — ^at their current value. :hich the Ccmrrdssicn 
itself ^vould fix — or various pa^unents in kind. 

The Allied and Associated Po^rers therefore consent it the insert; cn in the 
Treaty of a clause similar to Par. 19 of Annex II of the Chapter on Repara ti-cns cf 
the Treaty of \’ersailies. This clause, ’^vhich would be a fresh paragraph cf 
Article 12 1 pnserted between the former paragraphs 5 and 7I should read as 
follows : 

Ta^maents required to be made in specie in \irtue of the above provisions 
may at any time be accepted by the Reparation Commission in the form cf 
chattels, properties, commodities, businesses, rights and concessions, within or 
vrithout Bulgarian territoiyy ships, bonds, shares, or securities of any kind, or 
currencies of Bulgarian or other States, the value of such substitutes for gold 
being fixed at a fair and just amount by the Reparation Commission itself.* 

IV. It would be superfluous to dwell on the fact that it is impossible for the 
Allied and Associated Powers to contemplate the deduction of interest from the 
sums due from Bulgaria as reparation. Strictly speaking, the pavinent of repara- 
tion for damage already committed could be demanded immediately. It is merely 
out of consideration for de facto impossibilities that this pavunent has been deferred. 
The obligation to pay interest exists from the first day when a debt is acknow- 
ledged; it cannot be avoided. 

The Bulgarian Delegation also requests that a delay of 50 years from ist April 
1925 (in realitv', a delay of 54 years) be substituted for the delay of 37 years pro- 
vided for in Article 121 of the Conditions of Peace; it is sufficient to remark that 
such a measure is at any rate unnecessary", seeing that Article 122 gives the Inter- 
allied Commission the power to grant any dela>"S in payment which it shall con- 
sider necessary". 

V. The Allied and Associated Powers are also unable to reconsider Articles 127 
and 128 of the Conditions of Peace, These Articles have limited, by means of a 
special arrangement, the right of certain of the said Powers whose territories have 
been violated and looted by Bulgarian troops, to receive entire restitution. This 
arrangement risks indeed being unduly favourable to Bulgaria, nevertheless the 
last paragraph of Article 127 and that of Article 128 both illustrate the moderation 
and scrupulousness with which this undeniable right will be applied. 
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VI. Finally, the suggestion by the Bulgarian Delegation that some of the Allied 
and Associated Powers might pay for the works of military importance which 
Bulgaria carried out on their territory for the purpose of fighting against them 
is not worthy of discussion. ’ 


Part VIII 

FINANCIAL CLAUSES 
{Articles 132 to 146) 

The Allied and Associated Powers have most carefully considered the observa- 
tions submitted by the Bulgarian Delegation concerning the clauses inserted in 
Part VIII of the Conditions of Peace. 

The present reply will not discuss each of the observations of the Bulgarian 
Delegation, but confine itself to indicating the points on which it seemed necessary 
to supply further details, either for the purpose of removing a misimder s tanfUT ig 
on the part of the Bulgarian Delegation or of proving the slight foundation of some 
of its observations. 

Article 133. The observations of the Bulgarian Delegation on the obligation to 
pay for the upkeep of armies of occupation refer: — 

(i) to occupation before the coming into force of the Treaty; 

(2} to occupation after the coming into force of the Treaty. 

As regards the first point, the Alhed and Associated Powers see no valid reason 
for renouncing profusions inserted in the Treaties of VersaiUes and Saint Germain 
according to which Germany and Austria tmdertook to pay the total cost of the 
armies of occupation. The Alfied and Associated Powers cannot, furthermore 
enter into any discussion fvith the Bulgarian Government as to the strategic use of 
the military imits sent to Bulgaria. 

As regards the second point, the Allied and Associated Powers are agreed in 
stating that they have no intention of continuing military occupation after the 
coming into force of the Treaty. 

Cons^uently, and in order clearly to indicate this intention as well as to avoid 
any ambigmty which may have misled the Bulgarian Delegation, the wording of 
the first phrase of Article 133 will be altered as follows: — 

Irutead of: ‘There shaU be paid by Bulgaria the total cost of aU armies occupying 
temto^ withm her boundanes, as defined in accordance with the present Treaty 
from ie date of sipiatoe of the Armistice of September 29, 1918’, read: ‘There 
Jiall be pmd by Bulg^a the total cost of afl armies . . .» occupying territory within 
cr bomdanes, as th^e are defined m the present Treaty, from the signature of the 

j r coming irOo force of the preseni Treaty.' 

Jrfwfe 7^. The Alhed and Associated Powers have agreed that only the value 
^ non-mditary character surrendered in execution of the Armistice 

value of war^ y ® ^ be credited to the State surrendering the same, and that the 

“n? ® Reparation account, 

and Dd^ahon bn^ forward no arguments against this principle; 

retoiS'^'^ Assoaated Powers agree that the text of Artide 136 should be 

Neverthdess, to ensure unity of opinion in dedsions establishing the non- 
® Punctuation as in original. 
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military’ character of material surrendered by Germany. Austria and Euigaria, the 
penultimate line of the second paragraph of Article r 36 shall h e altered as :bd ;s : — 

Instead of: ‘There shall be credited to Bulgaria . . . ' the value . . / of materia: . . . 
for which, as having non-miiitaiy value, credit shculd, in the judgment of the 
Reparation Commission ccti?:g through the !r.Ttr~ Allied Ccn:TJ:s:sr,^ be aliovredg resd: 
‘There shall be credited to Bulgaria . . the value . . of material ter which, us 
having non-miliian.' value, credit should, in the jucgmer.t cf tloe Reparation 
Commission, be allowed.’ 

Articles 134-141. The Bulgarian Delegation asks that Forcers to vrhom Bulgarian 
territory’ is ceded may assume responsibility for part of the Bulgarian public neot 
as it shall stand at the date of signature of the Treaty, and not as it stood on 
August I, 1914. 

Were such a claim allowed, the Powers to v/horn Bulgarian territert* is ceded 


would have to bear the burden of part of the debt which Bulgaria contracted ir: 
order to wage an unjust war against those Powers. The Allied and Associated 
Powders cannot consider such a possibility*. They agree, however, tnat part ot the 
Bulgarian Debt contracted between August i, 19:4,. and October iz. 19:5- A" 
which date Bulgaria entered the v/ar agair^st Serbia *wa5 usea fer tloe henen: of 
territory surrendered by Bulgaria in vdrrue of the Treaty, and they consider teat 
the date of October ii, 1915, may be substiruted for that of August r, 19:4 in 


Article 141- 

They nevertheless consider that such part of the Bulgarian public debt as \*;a3 
contracted between August i, 1914, and October ii, 1915 and directly used to 
prepare for war, cannot be divided among the Powers to whom Bulgarian territory 
is surrendered, and they leave it to the Reparation Commission to determine that 


part of the debt. 

Consequently, the wording of Article 141 has been altered as follows: — 

Instead of: ‘Any Power to which Bulgarian territory is ceded . . undertakes to 
pay . - ? such contribution towards the charge for the Bulgarian Public Debt as it 
stood on August i, 1914 . . read: ‘Any Power to which Bulgarian teniton^ ^ 
ceded . . undertakes to pay such contribution towards the charge for the Bul- 
garian Public Debt as it stood on October ii, 1915 (including . . laid dowm in 
Article 134). The Reparation Commission, acting through the Inter-Allied 
Commission, shaU determine the amount of the Bulgarian Public Debt on October 
j 19159 taking into account, in the case of the debt contracted after August i, 
1914, only that part of the debt which was not used by Bulgaria to prepare a war 
of aggression. The part of the Bulgarian Public debt to be paid by each Pov/er to 
w'hich territory is surrendered shall be that which the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers . . etc.’ 

Article This Article settles the question of the loan contracted by Bulgaria 
in July 1914 with German Banks. 

The Bulgarian Delegation claims that as the Loan Agreement was not earned 
out by the German creditors, it is now* null and void, and asks for the omission of 
Article 139 as useless. According to certain information received, how*ever, the 
German banks which signed the Loan Agreement consider the same to be perfectly 


valid and intend to stand by it. f r i • 

To avoid all discussion, the Allied and Associated Powers therefore .eel it 
necessary to retain Article 139. They prefer to run the lisk of inserting a superero- 
gatory provision in the Treaty, rather than expose themselves to future contro- 


versies. 
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Moreover, they 'vvish to point out that the obligation imposed on the Bulgarian 
Government of transferring to the Reparation Commission all rights, interests and 
securities of eveiy kind retained by Bulgarian nationals under loan agreements and 
conventions does not exceed the conditions imposed on Germany by Article 235 
of the Treaty of Versailles and that this obligation has not been improperly im- 
posed, as stated by the Bulgarian Delegation. In reality the value of all these 
rights, interests and securities will be credited to Bulgaria by the Reparation 
Commission, to be deducted from sums due as reparation. 

Articles i 2Q and 14^. The Allied and Associated Powers intend to credit Bulgaria 
;on account of the total amount fixed in Article 121 of the Treaty of Peace and 
o^ved by Bulgaria as reparation) with all sums and shares which the Reparation 
Commission may recover from sums owed to Bulgaria under the financial and 
economic clauses of the Treaty and the clauses concerning Ports, Waterways and 
Railways. 

In order completely to reconcile the wording of Articles 129 and 145, Article 129 
is altered as follows : — 

‘the following shall be placed to the credit of Bulgaria in respect to her repara- 
tion obligations : — ^Any amounts which the Reparation Commission may con- 
sider due to Bulgaria under Part VIII (Financial Clauses), Part IX (Economic 

Clauses), and Part XI (Ports, Waterways and Railways) of the present Treaty.’ 

Article 146. The Allied and Associated Powers have no desire to claim from 
Bulgaria payment in gold currency of sums owed by her under the Treaty. 

The Bulgarian Government may procure as it thinks best the necessary foreign 
bills and cheques to meet the payments required of it. 

Part IX 

ECONOMIC CLAUSES 
Section I. Commercial Relations 

Article 1^1, With the object of safeguarding as far as possible the fiscal revenues 
of Bulgaria, the Allied and Associated Powders are prepared to alter the text of 
Article 151 in such a way as to make it clear that customs duties upon their imports 
shall be payable in gold in all cases where, in virtue of Bulgarian law, such payment 
in gold could be demanded on 28th July, 1914, on condition that the rate of 
exchange of gold for notes shall be periodically fixed by the Reparation Com- 
mission. 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot, however, consider any alteration of 
Article 15 1 as regards the rates of duty applicable to their imports into Bulgaria 
within the period of one year from the coming into force of the present Treaty. 
Only the most favourable duties in force on July 28, 1914, may be applied to these 
imports. 

Nor can the proposal to reduce the period of application of Article 15 1 to six 
mon^ be accepted. In Treaties previously concluded with Allies of Bulgaria 
provisions were introduced which, in the case of the products of certain adjacent 
countries, provided for free import or the benefit of conventional tariffs during a 
specified period sometimes extending to five years. Bulgaria has been spared 
similar provisions in the present Treaty. 

The stable and uniform regime provided by Article 15 1 for the period of one 
year is necessary to allow of the resumption of international trade with Bulgaria, 
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especially in view of economic conditions caused by the v:zt, v/hicb the Bulgarian 
Delegation does not fail to recognize- 


Segticx IL Treat:x5 

Article 162. The Bulgarian Delegation suggests that cl multilateral Treaties; 
existing before the ’'A'ar should be re^'-dved. It mentioni, hot* 'ever, no umhsion as 
regards the list given in Article 162 and offers no de£n:te suggesdor^. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have provided ior re’^hval cS ah multilateral 
Treaties which they thought compatible with fresh conditior^s resulting from the 
war. They therefore see no reason to alter the Article in cuesuGn. 

The requests of the Bulgarian Delegation either arise from an insuiBcient com- 
prehension of the text under discussion or are not founded upon specinc instances, 
and cannot be granted. 

Article 168. The Bulgarian Delegation states that it cannot agree to the revival 
of bilateral Treaties under the conditions laid down in that Article, since Bulgaria 
will not enjoy the same rights as the Allied and Associated Pot vers. 

Germany and Austria have accepted a text idendcal with that of Article : 6Sj 
and Bulgaria must do likewise. 

The Bulgarian Delegation, ho^vever, commits a double error in the interpretation 
of this Article. 

The Allied and Associated Powers carmot arbitrarily set aside certain previsions 
of a bilateral Treaty which they desire to revive. They can and should ordy emit 
from such a Treaty any provisions which do not agree with the general dispositions 
or specific provisions of the Treaty of Peace. The third paragraph of Article 1 68 
is very’ clear on this point. 

On the other hand, while the Article provides that the League of Nations shall 
be called upon to decide, this is only in case of a divergence of opinion betw^cen the 
Allied and Associated Powers. 

Article 164, Article 164 gives Bulgaria the opportunity of participating in the 
drawing up of the proposed new" radio-telegraphic Convention. It does not imply 
that the text of that Convention will be dictated to her and that she must accept it 
ne varietur; but merely provides against a systematic refusal to conclude the Con- 
vention or claims rendering its conclusion impossible in practice. 

Article i6j. The Allied and Associated Powders are prepared to substirate the 
following text for the text of this Article, viz : — 

‘Until the conclusion of a new" Convention concerning fishing in the ^waters of 

the Danube to replace the Convention of November 29, 1901, the transiioiy' 

regime to be established will be settled by an arbitrator appointed by the 

European Commission of the Danube.’ 

Articles 166 and 167, The period fixed by these Articles was considered sufficient 
by the Pow-ers allied to Bulgaria; it cannot be prolonged, in view- of the necessity 
for establishing as soon as possible the guarantees indispensable for economic rela- 
tions between the nations concerned. 

Articles i6g, 171, and 172. It is not for the Allied and Associated Pow-ers to free 
Bulgaria from charges and indemnities caused by her own fault; but it is to be 
recalled that Germany and Austria have undertaken in advance to accept the 
clauses of the present Treaty affecting them. 

Article 17^. This Article does not imply the pe^etual maintenance of the Capi- 
tulations, since it expressly envisages the possibility of abolishing that regime b\ 
means of special conventions. 
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It is not for Bulgaria to revive the agreements she had concluded or prepared 
■vrith certain Allied and Associated Powers, but for the Allied and Associated 
Powers to lay down, in conformity with the general principles of the present 
Treat}', the manner in which equitable treatment may be secured for foreigners 
in Bulgaria. 


Section III. Debts 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot consider relinquishing the system of 
Clearing Offices. 

Should certain Allied and Associated Powers opt for this system, even if they 
apply it only in their relations with Bulgaria, the result would not be, as the Bul- 
garian Delegation imagine, a more considerable depreciation of the Bulgarian 
leva than by application of the system of direct recovery; whether it is a question 
of settlement by the Bulgarian State or direct settlement by Bulgarian nationals, 
payment may alw'ays be claimed in the currency of the Allied or Associated State 
concerned. 

Nevertheless, to allow Bulgaria to procure means of payment with less haste, 
the Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to substitute the following text for 
the first paragraph of all the Annex to Section III : — 

‘The balance between the Clearing Offices shall be struck every three months 

and the credit balance paid in cash by the debtor State within a month.’ 


Section IV. Property, Rights and Interests 
[Not printed] 


Section V. Contracts, Prescriptions, Judgments 
[Not printed] 


Section VII. Industrial Property 
[Not printed] 


Section VIII. Special Provisions relating to Transferred Territory 

[Not printed] 

Resumption of Official Relations 

1 Delegation ask for reciprocity as regards the right reserved by 

the Affied and Associated Powers, in virtue of Article 159, of appointing consuls 
in Bulgarian towms and ports. 

• Associated Powers are not prepared to grant Bulgaria this right; 

It should, however, be noted that nothing in that Article is opposed either to the 
un er the terms of Article 168 of Consular Conventions between individual 
Allied and Associated Powers and Bulgaria, or to the conclusion of fresh agree- 
ments bet\««n Bulg^a and these Powers concerning the admission of Bulgarian 
consular officers to their territory. 
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Part XI 

PORTS, WATERWAYS & RAILWAYS 

{Articles 212-248^ 

[Not printed] 


Part XII 
LABOUR 

( Articles 24g to 28g\ 

While appreciating Bulgaria’s intentions, the ABied and Associated Po^vers 
cannot alter the provision of the Treaty of Peace which only admits the origina: 
members of the League of Nations as original members of the Labour Conference. 


Appendix B to No. i i 
Part II 
FRONTIERS 

{Articles 27 to 55) 

The Bulgarian Delegation has asked that modifications be made concerning the 
firontiers as assigned to her in the Peace Conditions, both in Thrace, and on the 
Serb-Groat and Slovene side. The Delegation furthermore exposed Bulgaria’s 
claims to Dobrudja, and asked that the ‘final statutes’” of that region be regulated 
by the Allied and Associated Governments. 

On this last point, the Allied and Associated Governments esteem that, in \iew 
of the object of the present Treaty, the Dobrudja question is out of place. 

As to the outline of the other frontiers referred to in the observations of the 
Bulgarian Delegation, it was adopted only after an attentive study taking into 
account aU the elements of the problem. However, the Allied and Associated 
Powers have examined the arguments invoked \rith care, but, without disregarding 
their value, they %vere unable to recognize any motive of a nature to justify a change 
in these carefully studied decisions. The Allied and Associated Powers, therefore, 
are unable to accord Bulgaria the modifications solicited. 

The Allied and Associated Powers were, furthermore, particularly attentive to 
protect the economic interests of Bulgaria by guaranteeing, in particular, this 
country an outlet to the Aegean Sea. In numerous cases, the Powders were obliged 
to have recourse to the same procedure in order to reconcile the interests under 
debate, and they do not doubt, that if Bulgaria loyally accepts this solution, the 
future will show that the guarantees which have been given her will be in no 
manner iUusory. 

^0 ‘As regards the questions affecting Ports, Waterw^ays and Railways, the Allied and 
Associated Powers have noted with satisfaction that the sentiments expressed by the Bul- 
garian Delegation were similar to those which had always inspired its deliberations.’ \Vith 
regard to Bulgarian objections, it was not, however, considered possible to alter the text 
of any of the articles in question. 

The text in document 2 of appendix A above (cf. note 7) read ‘final status’. 
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Appendix G to No. i i 

ComLANDER-iN-CHiEF OF THE Allied Armies October igig. 

General St-Aff, No. 5226. 

Memorandum 

In an interview with the Chiefs of the Military Missions of the Entente, which 
took place at Riga on October 27, the Lettish Government has renewed its request 
for assistance, and made precise the conditions of the support to be given to it by 
the Allies, wth a view to enable it to continue to fight against the Germans and 
the Bolshevists. 

Following are the conditions: 

1st. Active assistance against Germany, and reinforcement of the direct help 
given by the fleet. 

2nd. Cession of army and war material, to be sent immediately. 

3rd. Advance in the form of a loan of two millions pounds sterling. 

4th. New shipments of food supplies. 

5th. Interdiction to the Germans to send to Germany any Lettish provisions, 
absolute closing of the German frontier — surrender of the German 
material in Latvia. 

6th. Transfer to the Lettish authorities of the Riga-Libau railway, actually in 
the hands of the Germans, as this town (Riga) will, in six weeks, be 
blockaded by ice. 

The Lettish Government asked for a reply by the 3rd of November in order to 
be able to determine its line of conduct. 

It seems that, on account of the difficult situation in which this Government is 
placed, consequent to the fight engaged in on two fronts and the demands of the 
Esthonian Government, its neighbour, there is every advantage in answering its 
request within the proper time, in order to deprive it of any pretext to negotiate 
with its enemies. 

I St. Active assistance against Germany: 

{a) By its resolution of the loth of October, the Supreme Council had decided 
to send to the Baltic provinces an Inter-AUied Mission for the purpose of assuring 
the control of the evacuation of the German troops, and to provoke all measures 
which may facilitate and accelerate this evacuation. This Mission is about to 
leave. 

(b) All supplies of food and raw materials, and all financial facilities are refused 
to Germany as long as the latter will not have obeyed the order of evacuation 
(decision of the Supreme Council of the 17th of September). 

Since October 15, 19^9? AUied naval units had been supporting the Lettish forces 
against the Russo-German forces under Colonel Prince Bermondt-Avalov in the second 
battle of Riga (cf. VoL III of this series). 

The Esthonian Gk)vemment had demanded that, in return for Esthonian military 
co-operation against the forces of Colonel Prince Bermondt-Avalov, the Latvian Govern- 
ment should comply with certain conditions which included the cession by Latvia to 
Esthonia of the district of Walk. 

See Vol. I, No. 71, minute 4. 

The decision taken by the Supreme Council on September 17, 1919, in connexion 
with the evacuation of Gterman forces from the Baltic provinces (see Vol. I, No. 59, minute 
i) appears to have been confused with its operative decision in this matter, taken on 
September 27 (see Vol. I, No. 66, minute 3). 


170 



[cj Finally, the German navigation has been stopped in the Baltic, wth the 
reserve of taking into consideration the trade necessities of neutrals 'order of the 
Inter- Allied Naval Armistice Commission of October lo, confirmed bv the de- 
cision of the Supreme Council of October ssnd).^® 

Thus, the Allied and Associated Governments give to the Baltic pro\'inces an 
active assistance, by imposing upon Germany an effective militaiy control and 
serious economic penalties, the effect of which will be deeply felt by her. 

These Governments, on the other hand, reserve the right to take, if necessar\-, 
all new measures which they may deem necessary, in order to obtain from Genaanv 
the executions of her agreements. 

2nd. Cession of Arms and War Material: 

The AUied and Associated Governments have already granted to the Lettish 
Government important cessions of war material and supplies. 

During the first days of November a ship transporting armament and equipment 
for 10,000 men will leave the port of Boulogne for Latvia. 

Study is being made at the present time as to what extent it ^\ill be possible to 
satisfy a new request for material for 40,000 men. 

3rd. Advance under the form of loans to the '' 

amount of 2^000^000 lbs [sic] The question will be submitted to an 

sterling examination by the Governments. 

4th. Xew shipments of supplies in foodstuffs. ^ 

5th. (a) Interdiction that Lettish provisions be sent into Germany by the Germans. 

Any requisition, seizure, or coercive measure with a view to obtaining resources 
destined for Germany is forbidden to the German troops. (Article 14 of the 
Armistice of November ii, 1918). 

In execution of this provision, the Interallied Commission to the Baltic Regions 
has received an order:- ^to prevent the removal of ary material or provisions which does not 
properly belong to the German troops^. 

(b) The surrender of German material in Latvia. 

This surrender cannot be exacted by law. It may, however, be the object of 
transactions with the German Government. 

However, the Supreme Council decided that after October i ith the Interallied 
Control Commission at Berlin would be authorized to order the deliver^' of muni- 
tions and Russian war material, deposited in Germany, to the Russian armies 
recognized by the Allied and Associated Governments.^® This provision shall be 
applicable to the Lettish army. 

(c) Closing of the frontier. 

In notes dated October 3rd and i6th,^«^ the German Government itself specified 
that it had ordered the closing of the frontier^ the discontinuance of supplies and 
munitions, and that it had organized, to this end, frontier surveillance posts, which 
were ordered to fire on German troops attempting to enter Gourland. 

The Inter-Allied Mission shall be especially entrusted \nth the strict execution 
of these prescriptions. 

The occupation of the territoiy" of Memel, which shall be effected upon the 
entry'' into force of the Peace Treaty, will facilitate the execution of this supervision, 

See No. 4, minute 9. 

^7 Note in original: ‘There remains about 40 cars, in course of transport, and which will 
not reach Boulogne before November 4th, to be shipped.^ 

See Vol. I, No. 72, minute 6. 

See respectively Vol. I, No. 70, appendix A and in the present volume No. 2, minute 1 1. 
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by permitting the greater part of the ways of entry to Latvia to be barred by Allui 

^&^Transfer of the Riga-Libau railway line administration to Lettish authorities, now 
cent idled by Germans. 

This question is wthin the competence of the Inter-Allied Control Mission, the 
depsirture of which is nnnoiinced ^bove. The attention of the Hend of this hlission 
shall be called to the necessity of solving this question as soon as possible. 

F. Fogh, 


Appendix D to No. i i 


Report of Meeting of the Naval Advisers concerning the Compensation to be demanded 
of the German Government for the Sinking of their Men-of-War at Scapa Flow on 

2ist June^ igig 


ist November igig 


1. In view of the reparation claims that Germany had already incurred under 
the terms of the Peace Treaty, it is not considered feasible to make any further 
financial or material demands other than the following, which however cannot be 
regarded as complete compensation to the Allied and Associated Powers for the 
losses incurred through the sinking of the modern German men-of-war at Scapa: — 

[a] The five Light Cruisers 
Konigsberg 
Pillau 
Graudenz 
Regensburg 
Sirassburg. 

(i) Such number of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers equivalent 
to the displacement of 400,000 tons as the Allied and Associated Powers 
may demand. The lifting power of a dock to be taken as displacement, 
and approximately 75% of the docks over 10,000 tons are to be included. 

2. In order to put the above conditions into effect, the German Government 
shall undertake to supply to the AlHed Naval Commission of Control within i o days 
of the deposit of the ratification of the Peace Treaty, a complete list of all floating 
docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in German possession. This list is to 
notify the material which was in the possession of the German Government on 
iith November, 1918, or in which the German Government had considerable 
interests on that date. 

3. The Allied Naval Commission of Control will select the floating docks, 
floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in accordance with the following provisions : — 

The priority of selection will be : — 

(i) Government docks, cranes, tugs and dredgers which were Government 

property on nth November 1918. 

(ii) Floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in which the German 

Government had large interests on ii November 1918. 

(iii) Floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, the removal of which 

will have the least effect on the working of the port in which they are 

situated. 

4. The German officers and men belonging to the men-of-war which were sunk 
at Scapa and which are at p 'esent retained by the Allied and Associated Powers 
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will, wdth the exception of any whose surrender is required by Articles 228 of the 
Treaty of Peace, be repatriated on the German Government Erhdng their snaraniee 
to the conditions contained in paragraphs i and 2 above being carried cut. 

5. The Allied and Associated Powers are placing any monies salved from the 
German men-of-war at Scapa which cannot be traced to* any particular indi^-idual 
to the credit of the Reparation Fund. The amount 01 monies salved is j12,gS 6 
Marks 20 Pfennigs. 

6. The Torpedo Boat Destroyer B. 98 can be considered as one of the ' 2 T.B.D.s 

to be surrendered under Article 185 of the Peace Treaty. • 

United States of America. 

Great Britain 

France 

Italy 

Japan 

X. A. McCully.^^' 

Thus in original. 


No. 12 

H. D. 82.] M^es of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fte Great 
Powers held in M. PichorCs Room at the Quai dDrsay\ Paris^ on Monday^ 
November 3^ igig^ at 10.00 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A. \ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saini-Qpentia. 
Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M- Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M, Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A . : General Bliss, Dr. James Brown Scott, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 
British Empire: General SackviUe-West, Lieut-Col. Kisch, Commander 
Dunne, Captain Fuller, R.N., Mr. H. \V. Malkin, Mr. A. Deeper. 
France: General Weygand, General Desticker, M. Kammerer, Com- 
mandant Lacombe, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: General Cavallero, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Vaimutelli-Rey, 
M. Stranieri, Prince Boncompagni. 


I . (The Council had before it a report from the Military’ Representatives 
Report of the Military Versailles relative to the occupation of Alemel prior to 
Representatiues at Ver- the ratification of the Treaty (see Appendix A).) 
sailles relative to the GENERAL Desticker read and Commented upon the 
Occupation of Memel report. 
prior to the Ratifica- , . - , , . 

iion of the Treaty ^ discussion. 

It was decided: 


to approve the report as prepared by the Military Representatives at 
Versailles, and that no troops should be sent to Memel before the entry 
into force of the Treaty.) 
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2. iThe Council had before it the report of the Mi^tary Representatives 
at Versailles relative to the suppression of the Inter-Allied 
Commission (see Appendix B).) 

Vffs^^Tt^isting General Desticker read and commented upon the 

the Suppression of the report. 

Irierallied Transport ^ decided : 

Commission suppress the Inter- Allied Transport Commission, as 

proposed by the Military Representatives at Versailles in their report.) 

[■3] 'The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation on the 
Hungarian situation (see Appendix G).) 

Roumaniar. and Berthelot read and commented upon the note pre- 

Hungrsrum Questions French Delegation. He wished to bring to the 

attention of the Council that in paragraph 2 of page 4* the phrase relative 
to the Inter- Allied force under discussion should be understood in the sense 
that the force include only Serbian, Roumanian and Gzecho-Slovak troops, 
under an Inter-AUied command. 

Mr. Polk stated that he had not yet seen a final report from Sir George 
Clerk and he thought it might be advisable to await this information before 
discussing the question. He should, however, inquire how the Council 
intended to treat the Inter-AUied Commission of Generals; if this Inter- 
Allied Commission had not succeeded, it was because the Supreme Council 
had not backed it up sufficiently. 

M. Berthelot thought that they had not carried out with sufficient 
authority the instructions given them by the Supreme Council, and on the 
other hand, they had not shown initiative, and did not seem to have had a 
consistent policy. As for Sir George Clerk, he did not seem to have succeeded 
in his mission with M. Friedrich. The affair seemed to be dragging along; 
M. Friedrich had not yet retired and the Democratic Government had not 
been formed as was expected by the Council. He added that the French pro- 
position was not to beUttle the mission of Sir George Clerk in any fashion, but 
it was important to clear up the situation and settle this vexatious question. 

M. PiCHON thought it was extremely important to solve this question as 
soon as possible. 

Sm Eyre Crowe said that the Roumanian and Hungarian questions of 
course involved each other. Sir George Clerk had insisted on the importance 
of getting the Roumanians out of the country, and a stable government could 
not be formed until this had been settled. The information firom Sir George 
Clerk said there might be disadvantages, but the balance of advantage was 
that the Roumanians should be gotten out. The Roumanians were defying 
the Council. M. Bratiano was dragging on negotiations with no intention of 
following the instructions of the Council. He certainly thought that they 
should insist on getting an answer from Roumania and he thought that the 
Goundl should publish the note which has been sent to Roumania. M. Bra- 
tiano was spreading false versions of the note, sent in the course of the 

* The antepenijltimate paragraph of appendix G. 
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electioneering campaign which was going on in Roumania, and was pre- 
tending that there was no disagreement as between the Allies and Rouniaria, 

]M. Berthelot stated it was quite evident that the Roumanian rroons 
should first get out but there was great danger if the Roumanian troops v;ere 
to leave the country before other troops were sent to replace them. In that 
case, the Allies would find before them at Budapest only a Friedrich Govern- 
ment which had in its hands a force of police; outside of Budapest was 
Admiral Horthy with an army of 20,000 men or so; at any rate he vras re- 
actionary and was a symbol of the Hapsburgs. In conclusion, first: the 
Roumanians should get out; secondly: the Roumanian troops should be 
replaced in such a way that the Allies would be in a position to impose their 
policy at Budapest; but the departure of the Roumanians would be dangerous 
if the Allies did not have other means of controlling the situation. As far as 
the Roumanians were concerned, tliere was no doubt whatever they should 
be obliged to answer the note which had been sent them, and it might become 
ad\isable to publish this note, although this might not be of ver\' great 
practical value, as elections were being held at this time. M. Bratiano was 
pretending that this note had never been delivered to the Roumanian 
Government by the Conference. According to his theory^ only three out of 
the four Principal Allied and ALSSociated Powers had presented the note, and 
the Italian representative had not associated himself with this step. General 
Coanda, who had just arrived in Paris, claimed that there was no need to 
leply to a note which had not been received. 

^^R. Polk had noticed in the French note a reference to the American 
General which he did not approve. He thought the American General had 
been doing his best to follow his instructions. His only conrention was that 
Roumania was not on trial, but that the Supreme Council should be obeyed. 
The impression was going abroad in Roumania that the orders which were 
being executed by the Commission did not correspond to the real orders of 
the Supreme Council and also that if the text of the note did not sound quite 
French, it was due to the fact that it was a translation from an English text. 
Effort was being made to create the impression that America was against 
Roumania; that was not so; it was only a question, as he had said before, of 
the orders of the Supreme Council being foUow'ed. If there were so little co- 
ordination of action between the Allies in this case, it argued badly for the 
future, and the United States would hesitate to join future Inter-Allied 
Cominission[s]. 

M. PiGHON said they were all agreed that the Inter- Allied cohesion should 
be maintained. 

Mr. Polk asked how it was possible after they had ordered the Roumanians 
to leave Hungary, to think of leaving them in the Inter- Allied forces referred 
to in the latter part of the French note. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said M. Berthelods remark — that the Supreme Councifs 
note had not been received — ^was a surprise. If that were so, then they could 
not insist upon its being carried out. That lack of cooperation in Bucharest 
was very serious. 


175 



M SciALOT^ remarked that he had no information on the non-presenta- 
rion kthe note by the Itahan representative; he would, however, get more 

information on the subject. +1, 17 i, nu . 

M PiCHOK stated that according to a telegram from the French Charg6 

d’^fiafres at Bucharest there had been delay in presentation of the note to 
the Roumanian Government for the reason that the Itahan representative 
had not received his instructions. A second telegram had informed him that 
the note had been delivered by three out of four representatives of the 
Allies without awaiting any longer the instructions of the Italian representa- 
tive He did not know whether the Itahan representative had now received 
these instructions, but he wished to point out that the Roumanians were stiU 
maintaining that they had not received the note. 

Sir Eyre Crowe mentioned that M. Bratiano was spreading the report 

that this was an Anglo-American intrigue. , ^ 

M. PiCHON was of the opinion that the note should be published so as to 
put a stop to these rumours, and also a further note, should the Council so 

^^Mr.' Polk wished to point out that the Council could only repeat the 
conclusions it had adopted at its meeting of August 5th or thereabouts." 

M. Berthelot wished to point out that one could not reproach the French 
Government with having opposed itself to any of the orders sent to Bucharest. 
The French representative had always delivered the notes either in the name 
of the Allies or in the name of the French Government. Should M. Bratiano 
wish to try and cause disagreement between the Allies this should carefully 
be avoided. He repeated that two points were to be distinguished; on the 
Roumanian question there was no discussion possible as to the attitude to be 
taken, but the Hungarian question remained. The departure of the Rou- 
manians from Budapest ran the risk of bringing about a state of anarchy or 
the reappearance of the Hapsburg monarchy. 

Mr. Polk thought that early in September the Council had ordered the 
Roumanians to turn over 10,000 rifles to the Hungarian police which was to 
be organized, and he understood that only 1,000 rifles had been delivered 
up to this time without bayonets,^ without sufficient ammunition, and that 
the machine guns had been delivered without tripods. He thought there 
would be no use sending another Mission to Budapest if there was to be no 
compliance with the orders already sent out by the Council. If the present 
Mission had not done its work, it would then be advisable to recall it. 

M. PiGHON agreed that this might be exact, but there remained the danger 
of an armed force under the orders of Admiral Horthy, with the shadow of 
a Hapsburg reaction. The Roumanians might be lying, but they again 
affirmed that they had given up these arms; it would be easy to verify tins 
through the Mission and the orders should then be carried out. He again 
pointed out how dangerous it would be to recall Roumanian troops without 
being able to oppose an Inter-Allied force to the Horthy force. It was 

2 For the conclusions in this matter adopted by the Supreme Council on August 5, 19 
see Vol, I, No. 28, minute 2. ^ Gf. Vol. I, No. 67, appendix I. 
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important to organize a democratic Government at Bndapesi or it ' be 
impossible to sign peace with Hiingar\\ 

Ms.. Polk wished to remark that four of the Powers had sent represenia- 
tives to report on conditions in Hungary- — ^he personally had great ccnSdence 
in General Bandholtz — and if the Council did not have conSdence in these 
renresentatives it was for it to recall them. Later the Council had sent Sir 
George Clerk, in whom also he had the greatest confidence. He thought the 
Council should have confidence in the men they sent on these hlissions, and 
he considered it had been well represented so far. 

M. Berthelot said that if the police force at Budapest was armed, that 
did not inspire great confidence, for it was in the hands of the Friedrich 
government. It was quite clear that the Council got its information from 
representatives whenever sent; it had also the advantage of a general view 
of all the problems. The important question was that there should not remain 
a dangerous and ridiculous centre of disorganization in central Europe: a 
negath’e policy was not sufficient. They should nave a positive policy. 

M. PiGHON asked what was to be done about Hungary'. Were they going 
to deliver it to the Friedrich government or to the Archduke? As the Allies 
%vould not have forces available to send there, it seemed that me best sciurion 
would be to have the occupation force composed of Serbian, Roumanian 
and Czecho-Slovak troops imder an Inter-Allied command. If the Council 
had in mind a better solution, this was the time to put it for%vard. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the question should not also be examined by the 
Financial Experts to see how this expedition could be paid for. The United 
States could pay nothing. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that Sir George Clerk should be informed by 
telegram of the discussion, and asked for an opinion on the possibility of 
employing Roumanian, Serbian and Czecho-Slovak troops. 

Mr. Polk agreed with Sir Eyre Groove, that the Council should not think 
of acting without Sir George Clerk’s opinion. 

M. PiGHON remarked that Sir George Clerk could also consult me Generals. 

SiR Eyre Crowe inquired whether, in the existence of the disturbed state 
of the country, it would be expedient to use Roumanian troops, and whether 
a force containing Roumanian and Serbian troops would work well. 

M. Berthelot thought that this was simply a question of command. He 
thought, however, that the Roumanians might be excluded, especially if this 
exclusion might be used to show them how little confidence was put in them 
by the Supreme Council. But it was most important that they should have 
the symbol of an Inter-Allied force, so as to disarm Horthy. Telegrams would 
not be sufficient to do this. This occupation would not be very long, and 
with an efficient high command it would be easy to aw^ait the formation of 
a democratic Government. 

M. PiGHON summed up, stating that the Council w'as agreed to send 
immediately^ a telegram to Bucharest, insisting that the Roumanian Govern- 
ment should answer the last note sent by’’ the Council. IM. Berthelot would 
now prepare the text of this telegram. 
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M. Berthelot submitted to the Council a draft telegram which was 
approved (see Appendix D). He thought it advisable to give the text of 
this telegram to the Roumanian Delegation that same afternoon, and to 
publish the new and the former note the next day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe informed the Council he had at that moment received a 
telegram from Sir George Clerk, which he proceeded to read to the Council. 

(The Council unanimously agreed to adjourn the examination of the 
draft telegram to be sent until the next meeting of the Council.) 

(It w^as decided: 

(1) to send a note to the Roumanian Government insisting on a prompt 

answer to the note which had already been sent by the Council on 
October 12th 

(2) that this note should be immediately delivered to the Roumanian 

Government at Bucharest by the four representatives of the Powers 
without waiting for further instructions from their respective 
Governments ; 

(3) to give the Roumanian Delegation at Paris a copy of this note that 

same afternoon; 

(4) that the present note, and also the original note, should be published 

the following day.) 

4. (The Council had before it a report from the New States Commission 
(see Appendix E),^ and a draft Treaty with Greece (see 
Appendix F).)« 

M. Kammerer read and commented upon the report of 
the New States Commission and the draft Treaty with Greece. He added 
that the proposed Treaty concerned European territory only and should any 

4 See Vol. I, No. 7a, minute 2 and appendix B. 

5 Not printed. The draft of this undated report, which was substantially though not 
verbally the same as that before the Supreme Council, is printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit., 
vol. xiii, pp. 445-6. (The last paragraph of the draft, on p. 447, was omitted from the text 
submitted to the Supreme Council.) 

^ Not printed. This draft, dated October 22, 1919, was, subject to minor drafting amend- 
ment, the same as the text of the treaty signed at Sevres on August 10, 1920* (Treaty Series, 
Series, 1920, No. 13. Cmd. 960) except for the following: 

(i) The United States was included as a signatory power in the draft but not in the 

treaty, (By an evident oversight, however, the last sentence of the first paragraph 
of article 16 of the treaty, as printed in Cmd. 960 of 1920, reads as follows: ‘The 
United States, the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan hereby agree not to 
withhold their assent from any modification in these Articles which is in due form 
Rented to by a majority of the Council of the League of Nations.’ This is 
identical with the corresponding sentence in the draft, but the United States was 
not a signatory to the treaty.) 

(ii) The second paragraph of article 7 and articles ii and 15 of the treaty were not 

included in the draft. 

(iii) Article 14 of the treaty omitted the second paragraph of the corresponding draft 

article 13, which read as follows: ‘The Greek government shall take measures to 
assure the nomination of a Reis ul Ulema.’ 

(iv) In the draft of the concluding formula of the treaty it was provided that it ‘shall 

come into force at the same time as the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria’ and should 
be signed at Paris in 1919. 
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Asiatic territon- be attribiited to Greece at a later time, a trear/ tvot:ld 
be necessary'. Greece should also be iuforimed that tlie Treaty tvould be 
communicaied to her at this tinie. but that the sia^nature u'culd onlv tohotv 
upon the final attribution to her of certain territories. 

(After a short discussion. 

It was decided: 

( 1 ) to approve the draft Treaty between the Principal Allie i and As s ociated 

Powers and Greece, prepared by the !\ew States Comrrission: 

(2) that in communicating the text of this treaty to the Greek Delegation 

the Secretary-General of the Peace Conference should infoma the 
Delegation that it only applied to territories situated in Europe, 
and that Greece would not he asked to sign the Treatv before the 
territories to be attributed to her had been determined,';! 


5. \L Fromageot wished to inquire which Powers shculd figure in the 
. preamble of the Treat\' with Buls:aria. and also ^^•’hich Powers 
Bulgaria America and japan were not at war wini Bulgaria, 

but it seemed anomalous that they should net sign, taking: into 


account the different dispositions of the Trealyo 

Mr. Polk understood that the question had already been settled and that 
it ^vas agreed that all the Principal Powers sign. 

M. Fromageot said that, as for the other Allied and Associated Powers, 
a certain number had not declared w'ar against Bulgaria, but their full powxrs 
had already been presented to the Bulgarian Delegation; under those cir- 
cumstances they had a right to sign. He proposed that a circular letter 
should be sent them asking whether they intended to sign, and he thought this 
would not delay the deliver)^ of the reply to the Bulgarian counter-proposals. 


It was decided: 


(1) that all the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should sign the 

Treaty wfth Bulgaria ; 

(2) that a circular letter should be addressed to the other ABied Powers 

which had not declared war against Bulgaria, to inquire whether it 
was their intention to sign the Treaty. 


6. The Council had before it the note from the Dutch Government ''see 


Draft reply to the 
note from the 
Dutch Goiemment 
regarding German 
ships sold to 
Dutch JVavigation 
Companies 

He wished to 


Appendix G) and the draft reply prepared by the Drafting 
Committee to this note (see Appendix H'.) 

M. Fromageot read and commented upon both docu- 
ments. He wished to add that the note sent by the Supreme 
Council on October 15th to Germany^ conformed to the 
declarations made in ]March at the Conference in Brussels 
concerning the question of ships in course of construction, 
point out that the decision w^as formerly that all ships in course 


of construction w^ere to be delivered to the Allies. 

M. Sglaloja remarked that, in the reply to the Dutch Government, 
paragraph 7, Annex 3 to Part VIII of the Treaty with Germany should 


^ See Vol. I, No. 74, minute i and appendix A. 
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be had in mind. A possible objection from the D.utch Government should 
be foreseen; the Treaty stated that Germany agreed to take any measures 
that might be necessary for obtaining the full title to the property in all ships 
which might have been transferred during the war to neutral flags. It there- 
fore followed that Holland might very well tell the Allies that they should 
address their demands to Germany and not to her. He would like the 
Drafting Committee to take into consideration the possibility of that objec- 
tion in the note to be sent to Holland. 

hfe. Polk stated that apparendy the said paragraph tied the hands of the 
Supreme Council; but as a matter of principle, this would not be in accord 
with the American view of International Law. Should not this note be sent 
back to the Drafting Committee to prepare a text which would satisfy all the 
members of the Council? 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to remark that if an argument were begun with 
the Dutch Government, it would be difficult to foresee how long this discus- 
sion might last, 

(It was decided: 

to refer back to the Drafting Committee the draft reply to the note from 
the Dutch Government for further examination.) 


7 - 

Proposal of the Aim [Not printed]* 

Railways Commission 
in Poland to open for 
Commercial Traffic the 
three Railroads cross- 
ing the German-Polish 
frontiernorth of Warsaw 


8. (The Council 

Request of the European 
Danube Commission on 
the International Corfer- 
enee to establish the 
regime of the Danube^ as 
provided for in Article 
349 ^f German 
Treaty 


had before it a request of the European Danube Com- 
mission on the International Conference to establish the 
regime of the Danube, as provided for in Article 349 of 
the German Treaty (see Appendix J).) 

(After a short discussion, 

It was decided: 

to refer this request to the Drafting Committee 
for examination and report as to points of law.) 


8 The commission, as reported in a dispatch dated October 4, 1919, from the French 
Minister at Warsaw (appendix I in original), stated that on the lines in question (Bialystok- 
Lyck, W arsaw-Mlawa-Danzig, Lowicz-Thorn) ‘the only traffic existing at the present time 
for merchandise is that which is exploited by the Allied Commissions on Supplies, and the 
movement of travellers consists only in a bi-weekly courier that only persons accredited to 
the various missions are authorized to make use of’. The commission proposed that the 
American, British, and French Ministers at Warsaw should ask the Polish Government if it 
had any objections to opening the railways in question for general traffic, ‘and if it has, at 
what date shall it decide to open the frontiers’. After a short discussion the Supreme Council 
approved the commission’s conclusions subject to the stipulation that the Allied Military 
Representatives charged with Polish-German Affairs should be the channel for communi- 
cating to the German Government ‘the agreements, if any, concluded at Warsaw’, 
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9- 

Request of the European 
Danube Corrunissionfor 
the Aizrzbuiion of tu,o 
Tugs to that Commissiort. 


10. '.The Council had before it the note from the German Deleaadon :o 
yctefrom the Gerrruin SLepai-ations Comirissior. regard:'? the traii'.p or: by 
Delegation to ike Repcra-^^^ o- potatoes purchasea cy Germany :n iJenmar.; see 
tions Commission regard-^ Appendix ' 
ij the tror^port by sea ‘ was decided: 

oj potatoes pure base oy refer back to the Aliied Xavai Arinistice Com- 

GerTTuiny in Denman: . . , . . « . . ■, 

mission tins question tor examination and report, j 

The meeting then adjourned.. 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

Parisy Xovember 2. iQig- 


Appendix A to Xo. 12 


SupRE3kiE ^VAR Council, Military Representattv’es. 


S.W.C. 477. (89th M.R.) 


VERSAILLES, OcicbeT^ igig. 


Report on the occupation of MemeL 


By a resolution dated October 25th, 1919, the Supreme Council decided To refer 
to the Military Representatives at Versailles for examination and report the 
question of whether the situation in the Baltic Pro\’inces was such as to necessitate 
occupying Alemel before the prescribed date’.^ 

The [MiKtaiy Representatives taking into consideration: 

(i) That Germany maintains her sovereignt\" over the Memel district until the 
moment when the Treaty shall have come into force, 

{2) That the occupation of Memel before the Treaty shall have come into force 
would expose the troops of occupation to possible attack by German troops from 
East Prussia on the West, or from Lithuania on the East, or from both these direc- 
tions, and that as long as the allied force intended for the occupation oi the 
Plebiscite areas (Danzig, East Prussia, &c.) are not in position (w'hich "i,\Tll not 
be the case until after the coining into force of the Treaty; the aided forces in the 
Territor>" of Memel would be left without any reser\’es, 

(3) That the combatant strength of the German forces in East Prussia and 
LiAuania appear to be approximately 20,000 and 40,000 respectively, 

(4) That it would be impracticable to occupy Memel in sufficient force to make 
the troops of occupation safe against suck an attack, 

(5) That the Supreme Council has already decided (on October 14th, 19:9) 


5 See No. 6, minute 3. 

:o In error for October 15, 1919* see VoL I, No. 74, minute 3. 
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to occupy Memcl after that region shall have passed to the hands of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, 
are of the opinion 

That the occupation of Memel before the prescribed date would offer certain 
advantages in providing the Inter-AUied Commission proceeding to the Baltic 
Provinces with an efficient means of action, but that in view of the considerations 
reviewed above, this occupation should not be effected before the coming into 
force of the Treaty. 


Destigker 
2 ^filitary Repre- 
sentative, French 
Section, Supreme 
War Council. 


Sagkvtlle-West 
Major-General, 
Military Repre- 
sentative, British 
Section, Supreme 
War Council. 


Cavallero 
Military Repre- 
sentative, Italian 
Section, Supreme 
War Council. 


Embigk 

Military Represen- 
tative, American 
Section, Supreme 
War Council. 


Appendix B to No. 12 


S.W.C.476. (89th M.R.) 

Joint Note No. 46 

Joint Note to the Supreme War Council by its Military Representatives 
Subject: Suppression of the Inter-- Allied Transportation Committee 

To the Supreme War Council. 

By its decision dated February ist, 1918, (3rd Session), the Supreme War 
Council approved Joint Note No. 8 of the Military Representatives in which they 
proposed ‘The Constitution of an Inter-Allied Transportation Committee . . M to 
report to the Supreme War Council.* 

This Committee was charged ‘to draw up a statement of the existing position of 
affairs as regards Inter-AUied Transportation, the projects now under way, the 
present state of, and future possibilities in, construction . . and to make definite 
recommendations as to their co-ordination on the most efficient lines . . to 
advise as to execution, and to report as to progress.’ 

The Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council having taken into 
consideration 

1. That the principal reasons for the formation of the Inter-AUied Transporta- 
tion Committee have ceased with the State of War, 

2. That aU the questions which have been sent for examination and report to 
the said Committee, by the Supreme War Council, or [izr], all preliminary technical 
examination having been completed, have at present been submitted to the deci- 
sion of"tBi? interested Gk)vernments or of the Supreme Council, 

3. That th'I^liSi^s present moment, there may still exist numerous questions 

interesting any ijy® Governments, there no longer exist from the point of view of 
transportation common to all, beyond those dealt with by the 

Supreme Economic y^^ntincil, 

are of opinion 

That the maintenan ^^ Inter-AUied Transportation Committee is no 

** Punctuatioii as in original. 
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longer necessary*, and that ;t would be ad’^dsable in cense qnence to decide on its 
suppression. 

DeSTIGKER SaCKVILLE-\Ve5T CwALLZRO EilBXK 

I ilit ary* Repre- !Major-GeneraL IMilltar].’ R enre- 'v * R epres en- 

sentative^ French Military* Repre- seniative, Iralian lative. * American 

Section, Supreme sentative, British Section. S’upreme Section. Supreme 

^Var Council. Section, Supreme \\ ar Council. "vVa; Ccunzil. 

^Var Council. 

Given at Versailles ^oth October^ ^9-9* 

Appendix C to No. i c 
Xoie from tke French Delegalicn 
The Situation in Hangar^; 

The Supreme Council has, on many occasions, studied the situaticn in Hungary*. 
Recently, it directed Sir George Clerk to proceed to Budapest, hearer cf a decision 
made by* the Allies in -which the Friedrich ^liniscry was nc rifled :ha: i: was imdred 
to modify its Government and include democratic elements without delay*.*- 

Since the arrival of the emissary of the Conference, the ministerial siruarion in 
Hungary* has undergone no modification. If decisive measures are nc i adopted and 
put into execution by the Supreme Council, the situation in Hungary is ^'e^y liable 
to become decisively* more aggravated. 

The position of the three powers now co-existing in Budapest may be presented 
in the following manner: 

I St. Zvlr. Friedrich continues to elude the washes of the Allies and to refuse to 
constitute a democratic ^Iimstr\% representative of all the elements of the country*, 
the only Ministry w*hich would be capable of conducting equitable elections and 
concluding a peace with the Allies in the name of the entire country*. 

On the other hand, Admiral Horthy*, who is an energetic, ultra-reactionary” 
personality*, susceptible of intriguing for his ow*n military” dictatorship, has consti- 
tuted a force comprising about 20,000 men who are fully* armed and devoted to 
him. 

These two elements (Mr, Friedrich and Admiral Horthy) represent, each on his 
side, a mask of the former absolutism and in particular the Archduke Joseph- If 
the Allies do not intervene, they* will probably* witness, immediately* after the 
departure of the Roumanian troops, and even if a small police force has been 
constituted in the capital, the re-appearance, under one form or another, of the 
Hapsbnrg dynasty. The democratic policy, w*hich is the policy of our Allies in 
Roumania, Bohemia, Jugoslavia, France [sic], England, the United States and 
Italy*, will be justified in reproaching the Conference for allowing the establishment 
of a clerical and reactionary government which would finally re-establish fatal 
ties with Vienna and Berlin. 

- It must be added that Admiral Horthy, w*hose clique seems to favour a military 
dictatorship, in no wise dissimulates his intention to take advantage of the momen- 
tary* difficulties existing in Slovakia to resume on the very* first pretext the struggle 
against the Czechs and to commence by taking possession of Presbourg; the vital 
danger of that situation was pointed out by Ivlr. Benes. 

^2 See No. i, minute 2. 
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2nd. The Roumanian army, despite the reproaches made toward it concerning 
re<3^uisitions and the evident abuses of force committed by it, represents, however, 
the only material force which is capable of preventing the reconstruction of the 
Royalist Government at Budapest. The Allies esteem, however, that the Rou-- 
manian army must evacuate the capital as soon as possible in order to permit a 
regular Government to be constituted and operate freely. The Roumanians 
declare that they are ready to wthdraw their troops to the rear, in view of the 
present situation, but point out that if such decisions are taken, the situation will 
become still more embarrassing for the Allies.^ They have, moreover, furnished 
the armies [? arms] necessary for the organization of the city police force. 

3rd. The Commission of Generals, it must be admitted, has not succeeded, 
despite all eiforts, to satisfactorily accomplish its general mission, nor the special 
missions wdth which it was entrusted by the Supreme Council on several occasions. 
The French General has taken no action. His English colleague appears to be 
acting in accordance with the original views which, however, do not conform with 
the decisions and instructions of the Conference. The American General and his 
Italian colleague, despite their efforts of loyal documentation, do not appear to 
have been clearly conscious of the views of the Allies. Under these circumstances, 
it does not appear that the Commission of Generals is capable of resolving, in itself, 
no matter wfoat instructions may be sent them, the difficulties of the Hungarian 
problem. 

To find a practical solution of the difficulties of the Hungarian situation, and 
to place the country in a position to sign peace with the Allies, a primary condition 
to the re-establishment of order and for the functioning of a regular government, 
the following provisions may be considered : 

1st. Mr. Friedrich having shown that he could not or would not constitute a 
Government in which all the democratic elements of the population would be 
represented, should be obliged to retire and make place for a democratic govern- 
ment, the elements of which exist in Budapest. 

2nd. An Inter-Allied force of two divisions, placed under the orders of an Allied 
Staff, in command of a General selected by the Conference, and comprising 
Roumanian, Czech and Serbian contingents, could replace the Roumanian troops 
which are to faU back to the Theiss. 

This small occupation corps would supervise the organization of a local police, 
disarm Admiral Horthy’s army of adventurers, and would guarantee freedom in 
the elections and the operations of the new Hungarian Government. As soon as 
the situation would have been regulated, and the return of the fallen dynasty 
averted, the Allies would withdraw their troops. The signing of the peace would 
finally be made possible and the country would resume its normal situation. 

If the Allies allow the situation at Budapest to continue, and if they do not adopt 
a complete and precise plan of action, the Hungarian situation is liable to com- 
promise the entire condition in [? of] Central Europe. 

Appendix D to No, 12 
Telegram 

^linister of Foreign Affairs, to the French Minister — ^Bucarest. 

The Supreme Council has decided to request the Allied Ministers at Bucarest to 
notify, jointly, without delay, the Roumanian Government of the fact that it was 
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unfavourably impressed upon learning that General Coanda, sent as special envcy 
to Paris by the Roumanian Ministiy’, arrived vdthout the Roumanian reply to 
the last note from the Powers, under the pretext that the Italian ’.Sinister had 
not taken this step at the same time as France, England and United States. The 
Supreme Council expresses the formal desire to obtain, within the shortest time, 
a brief and clear reply from the Roumanian Government on all the points discussed. 
As the situation in Hungaiv- demands an early decision in order to ensure die 
re-establishment of normal conditions wliich is absolutely essentia: fcT the securin' 
of Central Europe, the principal Allied and Associated Powers cannot allow to 
Roumania to [jzh] prolong dilatory' negotiations on the three questions stated 
October ii2th last.'^ 

Please communicate this in the name of the ConferencCy collectively with your 
colleagues, who need not w'ait for special instructions from their Governments, 
o'wing to the urgency of the situation. 

PZCHOX. 

Appetsdix G to No. 12 

PARIS, October 28, iQiQ- 

From: Roosmale Nepveu^^ 

To: Pichon, hlinister of Foreign Affairs. 

The Dutch Government has noted the text, as published in the papers, of a note 
addressed to the German Government by the Supreme Council of the Allied and 
Associated Powers^ It is shown in this note that the Supreme Council has re- 
quested the delivery of the following five ships to the Allied Governments: Johan 
Heinrich Burchard^ William Oswald^ Braunschweig^ Denderah^ Xassau. 

The 'Koninklijke Hollansche Lloyd’ Dutch Na\igation Company purchased 
the William Oswald and the Johan Heinrich Burchard on the 15th of June 1916. 
The other three ships were purchased by the ‘Holland-Amerika Lijn’ Dutch 
Na\igation Company on July 29, 1915 August 7 ^ i 9 ^ 5 * 

These ships, the purchase price of %vhich was paid by the two Companies in 
question, were in course of construction at the time of the transaction. With 
reference to these ships, they "were never at any lime, properly speaMng,^ German 
property and were never carried on the register of German ships. They were 
pro\ided for the first time with Dutch clearances. 

As a consequence, the ships in question are incontestably Dutch property, the 
more so in that at the time of the transaction there existed no prescription 
hibiting the sale of German ships, in course of construction, or the purchase of 
German ships, by neutrals. 

The Dutch Government has indicated the rights of the Dutch Companies to 
the German Government. 

The Government of the Queen thought it ad\isabie to bring the preceding to 
the knowiedge of the Supreme Council. The Government entertains the hope that 
the Supreme Counch w'Hl recognize the rights of the Dutch Companies, and that 
[? no] measures will be taken w'hich would thwart the delivery' of the ships in 
question to their legitimate owners. 

By order of my Government, I have the honour to apply to your Excellency to 
act as intermediary^ in presenting this commumcation to the Supreme Council. 

Please accept, etc. 

*3 Xeiherlands Secretary of Legation in Paris. 
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October 5/, igjg^ 


Appendix H to No. 12 
A. S. German Ships ceded to Holland. 

Note from the Drafting Committee 

The Drafting Committee is of the opinion that the letter from the Dutch 
Minister, dated October 28th, calls for the following response: 

A ship of enemy origin cannot, during the war, escape the practice of the rights 
of belligerents, that is to say the liability of capture during hostilities, by sale or 
cession, nor upon the reestablishment of Peace, escape the Peace Conditions cover- 
ing enemy ships. 

The letter from the Dutch Minister contends that upon the dates when the 
purchase of these ships took place, there existed no prescription prohibiting the 
purchase of German ships by neutrals. 

The Minister of the Netherlands appears to forget that by international law, 
the purchase of enemy ships in the course of war cannot, in principle, be opposed 
to the belligerents. 

Henri Fromageot. 


Appendix J to No. 12 
The European Danube Commission: 

WTiereas Article 349 of the Peace Treaty with Germany provides for the early 
meeting of an International Conference to establish the regime which is to apply 
to the Danube throughout its entire internationalized course; whereas it is indis- 
pensable that the European Danube Commission be represented in this Conference 
to indicate the interests it represents and to furnish the benefits of its experience 
in Danubian affairs; 

Decides: to request the Supreme Council of the Allies to kindly assure the 
representation of the European Danube Commission in the said Conference. 


Appendix L to No. 12 

Note handed to Mr, Loucheur by the President of the German Peace Delegation 

PARIS, October 57, igig. 

On account of the threatening nature of the food situation in Germany, a 
contract has been concluded with Denmark for the delivery of 50,000 tons of 
potatoes. 

It is absolutely necessary that these potatoes be transported before the com- 
mencement of the frosts. 

It is impossible, however, to make the shipments in time without having recourse 
to German tonnage and to cross the Baltic sea. The transportation should be made 
by steamers and German lighters of about 500 to 750 tons. 

For this reason petitions have already been addressed to the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Governments by Denmark on this subject. 
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No. 13 

H. D. 83.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fke 
Great Fovcers held in M. FichorCs Room, Quai d'Orsaj, Faris, or. Tuesday, 

November 4, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretarYj Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire: Sir E^tc Crowe; secretary. Mr. H. Xcrman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Bertheloi, M. de St. 
Quentin. 

Italy: M. de I^rlartino, secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: USA,: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Cap:. 

G. Lothian Small. France: Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were interested: 
USA, : Dr. J. B. Scott. 

British Empire: General Sackviiie-West, Captain Fuller, R.X., Zvir. A. 

Deeper, Commander Dunne, Mr. Malkin. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Desticker. General 
Le Rond, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: General Cavallero, M. Vannutelii-Rey, M. DeirAbbadessa, 
M. Pilotti, Prince Boncompagni. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I. 

Curtailment oj [Not printed]^ 

Service on Ger-- 
man Railroads 


2. (The Council had before it a telegram from Sir George Clerk lo the 
Supreme Council dated November ist, 1919 (see Appendix B’.} 
M. Berthelot said that it w'as evident from reading Sir George 
Clerk’s telegram that everyone in Hungary desired the departure of 
the Roumanian troops; they were an embarrassment both to the Friedrich 
Government and to the Allied Generals, whose authority was compromised 
by their presence. But, in spite of this fact, it remained necessary to have an 
Inter-Allied force on the spot. This seemed to him all the more essential as 
he noted that the only Allied representative having a real influence in Hnngar>' 
was Admiral Troubridge, and he supposed that this was because of the 
vessels under the Admiral’s command. So the Roumanians should leave, 
but on the other hand, it was necessary to have an Inter-Allied force which 


J Marshal Foch explained that the German authorities had "informed the Allied repre- 
sentatives that the German Government had decided to stop all passenger train service 
from the 5th to the 15th of November, both in the occupied and unoccupied parts of 
Gtcnnany. After the 15th of November passenger traffic would be restored but all express 
trains w'ould be suppressed.’ The Supreme Council 'decided to approve the communication 
to be sent by Marshal Foch to the German Government notifvdng it that the Allied and 
Associated Powers coxild not permit a substantial curtailment of sendee on railroads in the 
occupied territories’. (Appendix A in original.) 
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would be more than a moral force. Sir George Clerk’s telegram also indicated 
that the Friedrich Government would retire as soon as the Roumanian 
troops had left. Under these conditions it seemed to him that the order of 
events should be as follows: (i) formation of an Inter-Allied force, if it were 
decided to form one; (2) departure of the Roumanian troops, as soon as this 
Inter-Allied force could reach its destination; (3) withdrawal of the Friedrich 
cabinet; and, (4) formation of a democratic government which would take 
charge of elections. Sir George Clerk, as a perfect gentleman, seemed to feel 
confidence in Admiral Horthy, in whom he had found a pleasing personality. 
As far as he was concerned, it seemed to him that the word of an Hungarian 
Admiral, however likeable he might be, and whose intentions moreover were 
kno'ivn, was not suflScient. 

M. DE Martino said that the Italian Delegation was of the opinion that 
the occupation of Hungary by an Inter-AUied force composed of Jugo-Slavs 
and Czechs would result in trouble; these troops, particularly the Jugo-Slav 
troops, had shown in the past that they were not averse to pillaging. More- 
over, there existed a profound hatred between Hungarians and Serbs. The 
Italian Delegation therefore thought that the troops which it was proposed 
to send to Hungary would only increase disorder. The Italian representative 
at Budapest had proposed an alternative plan of charging the Inter-AUied 
^lilitary Mission with supervising the organization of the Hungarian army 
and of ensuring that it did not faU into the hands of the reactionaries. Such 
a mission for the Generals could be considered as falling within the terms of 
the Armistice and would not constitute an illegal interference in the internal 
affairs of Himgary. In any case it would be weU to know what kind of 
government it was desired to establish in Hungary. Sir George Clerk’s report 
seemed to place confidence in Friedrich and Horthy, while, on the other 
hand, the French Delegation had characterized them as tools of Archduke 
Joseph; a definite policy should be adopted. 

M. Berthelot replied that if the Serbs and Czechs were to be commanded 
by Serb and Czech officers it would evidently be impossible to use them, but 
it was proposed to place these troops under Allied command. Moreover, 
whatever bitterness might exist in Hungary against the Serbs, he thought that 
Hungarian public opinion was resigned to the loss of certain territories. In 
the next place, it seemed scarcely possible that Admiral Horthy’s army could 
be controUed by a Commission which had no material force at its disposition: 
to foUow any such line of action would be tantamount to insisting on a policy 
of impotence. FinaUy, as to the question of knowing what government should 
be supported, he thought that there was no difference of opinion, and that 
M. de Martino himself had no doubts concerning the true aims of Friedrich. 
This point of paramount importance remained : as long as the Roumanians 
were there, the Hungarian Government had been able to do nothing. The 
day the Roumanians left and nothing remained but the moral force of the 
Alhed Generals, the country would be delivered over to reaction and 
monarchical restoration. It was vital to have a real force in Hungary; the 
question was to know what this force should be. 



Mr. Polk asked who would pay the Gzecho-SIovak and Serbian trccps 
placed under Allied Command. It was etident that it would not be their 
governments. 

M. Berthelot observed that the financial question would have to be 
examined but that it was less important than the question of prindpie which 
should be decided first. 

M. PiCHON pointed out that it was necessary to know if it was agreed to 
organize an Inter-Allied force. For his part he thought it indispensable. As 
long as Friedrich was there the establishment of a democratic form of govern- 
ment could not be counted upon. Friedrich had proved that he was either 
xmable or unwilling to establish one. 

Mr. Polk said that his difficulty was that the plan now proposed had not 
been suggested either by Sir George Clerk or by the Allied Generals ; it was 
being discussed at long range. Moreover, he thought that there would be 
difficulties in obtaining the necessaiy cooperation of the Czecho-Slovaks and 
Jugo-Slat's; it would also be difficult to persuade the Roumanians to with- 
draw completely, and the Council would find it hard to maintain control of 
the situation. Finally, he doubted if an Allied command would suffice to 
prevent the pUlaging and disorders that M. de Martino mentioned. 

M. PiGHON said ffiat e\idently no decision could now be taken and that 
Sir George Clerk and the Allied Generals should be consulted. 

M. Berthelot observed that it would certainly be preferable to send 
Allied troops into Hungary, but that none were available. It was also clear 
that it would be difficult to eliminate the Roumanians, and that if the three 
countries bordering on Hungary participated in that operation the difficulties 
would be less. On both sides there were adverse considerations between 
which a choice would have to be made. 

hi. DE Martino requested that his proposal be submitted also to Sir 
George Clerk. He was, moreover, greatly impressed by the fact that Sir 
George Clerk thought that Horthy could be persuaded to keep his promises. 

hi. PiCHON thought it was extraordinary that Admiral Horthy, who had 
raised an army with certain well known intentions, should suddeniy” renounce 
his designs. 

M. DE Martino pointed out that Sir George Clerk had also indicated the 
possibility of trusting Friedrich and had spoken of private negotiations rela- 
tive to the formation of a hlinistry, whereas M. Berthelot had said that the 
Council had already pronounced against Friedrich. ^ ^ 

M. Berthelot said that it should be recalled that after Sir George Clerk’s 
first trip, the Council had agreed that Friedrich must be eliminated. .A draft 
telegram to this effect had been prepared. In order not to seem to inter\'ene 
in the internal affairs of Hungary this telegram had not been sent and it had 
been decided to entrust Sir George Clerk with a new mission, but Sir George 
Clerk’s instructions were contained in the draft telegram.- This draft had 
been prepared by Sir George Clerk and himself. Sir George had pointed out 
to him that it would be best not to give Friedrich an order to withdraw and 

* See No. i, minute 2. 
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to only tell him that for the last time he was asked to form a democratic 
government — a thing which they judged it impossible for him to do. He 
recalled also that the Council had thought of publishing the telegram in order 
to strengthen the hands of the Hungarian democratic elements. It was clear 
that if Friedrich had been able to form a democratic government he would 
long since have done so. Sir George Clerk, rnoreover, did not seem to have 
any doubt of his withdrawal. It seemed to him that the Friedrich Govern- 
ment, like any monarchical Government which attempted to establish itself 
in Hungary, should \vithdraw. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he entirely agreed that Sir George Clerk should 
be consulted; he himself had suggested it at the preceding meeting of the 
Council. There was first of all a point which had to be clarified, namely: 
what was being asked of Hungary? It was to have a stable Government 
which would preside over the elections and with which Peace could be con- 
cluded. The occupation, which M. Berthelot thought would be a short one, 
was therefore bound up with the question of elections, and might well be 
prolonged. Furthermore, Sir George Clerk thought that Friedrich would 
withdraw after the departure of the Roumanians and he manifested a great 
deal of confidence in Admiral Horthy’s assurance that he would recognize 
a Government resulting from the elections. Sir George must have had serious 
reasons for this opinion and he, himself, attached great weight to it. More- 
over, it was weU knot\Ti that the majority of the Hungarian population 
favoured the establishment of a conservative form of government; if the 
elections took place without mismanagement it was almost certain that the 
resulting Government would not be democratic. However, there existed no 
right to prevent the Hungarian people from forming a government corre- 
sponding to its own tendencies, provided there were no question of restoring 
the Hapsburgs. He thought, indeed, that Admiral Horthy was counting on 
the elections to bring about in Hungary a Government satisfactory to him- 
self, and that doubtless explained his attitude and the assurance he had given 
to Sir George Clerk. Ought military intervention to be resorted to, in order 
to prevent such elections? The whole question lay there. In the meantime, 
elections were impossible in Hungary until the Roumanians had retired 
beyond the Theiss. The intervention of the Czechs and Serbs might likewise 
create difficulties. He doubted whether that intervention could be obtained 
since the Czechs were probably not inclined to favour the formation of a 
Government whose tendencies would cause them anxiety. Moreover, if the 
intervention of the Jugo-Slavs were requested they might ask to be guaranteed 
against an Italian attack; what would be done then? He thought, for his 
part, that Sir George Clerk ought first of all to be asked if he thought it 
expedient to form the Inter- Allied force which had been suggested. Why not 
be satisfied with the departure of Friedrich and the formation of another 
Government? That was what had been desired by the Council. There had 
been no thought of military occupation and no new fact had occurred to 
justify that occupation. 

M. Berthelot thought that there was a new fact, namely: the organiza- 



tion of Horthy’s army. He was very- nearly in agreement with, the etseniia'. 
part of Sir Etme Crowe’s statements. It was indeed probable that the electicriS 
would be favourable to politicians of the same shade of opinion as Friedrich, 
but the principle should be agreed to that the return cf the Kapsburgs could 
not be tolerated. It was impossible to inten-ene in oppcsirion to the cpirJon 
of the countr\y nevertheless this opinion could not be allovced to do what it 
pleased. Moreover, he did not think that the Czechs would create an;' dim- 
cult)' over gi'ving the assistance which would be asked of them, for hlr. Senes 
had been the first to point out the danger. There was no doubt that the po lice 
of Friedrich and the army of Horthy would, at the time of the elections, act 
favourably to the reactionary elements. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that Sir George Clerk should be asked if he was 
sure of the good faith of Friedrich and Horthy. 

M. DE MA.RTINO said that Sir Eyre Crowe had alluded to a question v/hich. 
the Jugo-Slavs would doubtless raise if they were asked to send troops into 
Hungaiy\ He could not better reply than by reiterating the opposition of the 
Italian Delegation to the sending of Serbian troops into Hungar\\ 

M. Berthelot asked the reasons for this opposition. 

M. DE Martino said the reasons were those that he had already pointed 
out; he was willing, however, for Sir George Clerk to be consulted on this point 
pro\ided that his (M. de Martino’s} suggestions were also submitted to him. 

M. PiGHON pointed out that Sir George Clerk had made another recom- 
mendation, namely: sending an Inter-AUied Mission to Transylvania. For 
his part he approved of this recommendation. 

Mr. Polk asked if the members of this proposed Mission could not be taken 
from the Allied officers at Budapest. 

Sir Eyre Crowe recalled that Transylvania was to be given to Roumania, 
and inquired whether such a Mission could be sent without previous negotia- 
tions with Roumania. 

Mr. Polk suggested that Sir George Clerk be asked what part of Transyl- 
vania w’as referred to in his telegram. 

M. PiCHON added that he might also be asked to specify the accusations 
made against the Roumanians. 

M. Berthelot read a draft telegram tvhich he had prepared in conformit}’ 
with the views expressed in the course of the discussion. 

!Mr. Polk asked if the sense of the Council was that the Roumanians 
should eventually be represented in the Inter- Allied force. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he, just as did the American Delegation, saw 
difficulties in such a course. 

M. PicHON said that he w^'as not desirous to have the Roumanians included 
in this force, but he thought that their exclusion would create additional 
difficulties. 

Mr. Polk remarked that he had only said that it seemed to him difficult 
for the Roumanians to accept exclusion from the Inter- Allied force. 

Sir Eyre Crowe called attention to the fact that Sir George Clerk had 
asked if he was authorized to state that the Allies would recognize a Govern- 



merit, acceptable to him, which did not include Friedrich. A reply on this 
point should be sent to him. 

Mr. Polk said he took it as understood that the telegram would be sub- 
mitted to the Council before being despatched. 

It was decided : 

that at its next meeting the Coimcil woidd examine a draft telegram to 
Sir George Clerk to be prepared by M. Berthelot in conformity with the 
discussion of this question at the meeting of November 4 th. 


3. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation dated 
November 3, 1919 (see Appendix G),^) 

Confereme preparatory GENERAL Le Rond said that there had already been 

fhsT^at preliminary conferences between the British and French 

Gemmiy delegates on the various Plebiscite Commissions. It would 

be very advisable for the Italian delegates to participate as 
soon as possible in these conferences. The Council should not forget that 
these Commissions were important bodies, that each country had to organize 
a numerous personnel and that such organization would necessarily entail 
a long delay. In these preliminary conferences it would be necessary to agree 
on the personnel to be furnished by each Allied country and to prepare the 
negotiations with the Germans. 

M. DE Martino thought that November '7th was somewhat early. The 
8th or 9th would be better. 


General Le Rond observed that there was no obligation to commence 
negotiations with the Germans exactly on the loth. 

M. PiCHON wished to draw the attention of the Italian Delegation to the 
question of the contingent to be supplied by Italy for the forces of occupation; 
the Council did not yet know if Italy had withdrawn her reservation. 

General Cavallero said that the instructions he had just received 
authorized him to withdraw that reservation. The Italian contingent would 
consist of five battalions and tw'o batteries of field artillery, that is to say, 


3 Not printed. In this note the Frendi Delegation, referring to the Allied note of 
November i, I 9 i 9 > which had invited the German Government to send to Paris, for 
November 10, representatives qualified to arrange with Allied representatives the necessary 
measures relative to the entry into force of the Treaty of Versailles (see No. 10, appendix B), 
drew attention to the necessity for preliminary interallied meetings in this connexion and 
proposed that : ( i ) the representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers, designated at the 
rate of at least one delegate for each Power and for each Commission, assemble on November 
y at the Quai d Orsay: (2) sessions of the Commissions which are to commence operations 
on November 10, in participation with the Germans, be held. In view of these early 
conferences the French Delegation calls the attention of the Supreme Council to the neces- 
sity of regulating the two following questions as promptly as possible: (ist) Strength of 
Occupation Forces i American troops will not participate in the occupation before the ratifi- 
cation of the Treaty by the United States. However, the emplacement of their battalions 
is reserved, in accord with the American Government.’ The note then referred under this 
head to the Italian contingent, for which see the discussion in the Supreme Coimcil. 
(and) Presideniy efthe Inter-‘Allied Commissions in the ^ones (f Occupations see the discussion in 
the Supreme Council. 
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French; and at Teschen American; but as for Teschen the American partici- 
pation tvas a-vvaiting the ratification of the Treaty by the Senate, and the 
question was all the more urgent inasmuch as only two months were left in 
which lo hold the plebiscite, 

M. PiCHOX said that the Council felt that it was fitting that the military 
command in each territory to be occupied, and the Presidency of the plebis- 
cite Commission in the same teriitonq should pertain to the same Nation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that %vhile waiting for America to assume the 
Presidency of the Teschen Commission it should be held by France, which 
already administered the neighbouring territory of Upper Silesia. 

Mr. Polk agreed. 

General Weygaxd said that a telegram had just been rece:\'ed from 
General Henrys containing information of the agreements concluded between 
the Germans and Poles with respect to regulating the taking over by Poland 
of territories to be immediately ceded to it by virtue of the Treaty of Peace. 
The application of these agreements, moreover, raised certain difficulties; for 
instance, it involved the passage over part of the territory of the free city of 
Danzig of German troops. Under these circumstances he thought it im- 
portant to noiiffi the Poles to send here representatives qualified to continue 
their negotiations with the Germans under the auspices of the Conference, 
;This recommendation was approved.; 

It was decided: 

(1) that the representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers on Plebis- 
cite or Administrative Commissions, to the extent of at least one 

See No. 2, minute i. ^ See No. 5, minute 6. 
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Delegate from each Power on each Commission, should assemble at 
the Quai d’Orsay as soon as practicable — November 7th if possible • 
(2) that the Polish Government should be invited to send to Paris repre- 
sentatives empowered to conduct with the German Government—* 
under the auspices of the Conference — ^the negotiations rendered 
necessary by the cession to Poland of German territory, at the same 
time as the representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powders discussed with the German Delegates questions raised by 
the putting into force of the Treaty of Peace. 

It was further decided: 

(1) that the Presidency of the Plebiscite Commissions should at Allenstein 

be held by the British Representative, at Marienwerder by the 
Italian, in Upper Silesia by the French, and at Teschen by the 
American ; although provisionally it shoidd be held at Teschen by 
the French Representative ; 

(2) that the question of the strength of the Italian troops of occupation 

should be settled by Marshal Foch and the Italian Military Repre- 
sentative. 

4- 

Tra^pcrtatianmihe [Not printed] ^ 

Baltic of wood des- 
tined for Belgium 

5. General Weygand stated that with respect to their railway system the 
Baltic Provinces were in a peculiar situation. During the war 
the Germans changed the tracks to normal gauge with the 
Provinces result that at present only German material and transformed 
Russian material could circulate on the Baltic system. It was 
e\ddent that in order to assure the continuance of the economic life of the 
country part of the German material should be retained on the spot. Neither 
the Armistice nor the Treaty accorded the right to demand this. He proposed 
that the German Government be informed that, by reason of Germany’s 
deliberate transformation of the railways of the Baltic Provinces, General 
Niessel should be empowered to determine the amount of German material 
to be retained in those territories. 

It was decided : 

that the German Government should be informed by Marshal Foch that, 
in consequence of the transformation of the railways of the Baltic Pro- 
vinces effected by the Germans during the war, General Niessel would be 

^ In accordance with the view expressed by Sir E. Crowe, the Supreme Council ‘decided 
to transmit to the Alhed Naval Armistice Commission the note from the Belgian Delegation 
[dated October 25 , 19^9- appendix D in original] relative to German vessels laden with 
wood destined for Belgium, and to inform the Commission that the Supreme Council was 
of the opinion that the instructions previously given by it involved the granting of the 
Belgian request’ for the early clearance of ‘several ships loaded with wood in Finland and 
ultimately destined for Belgium* which had ‘been stopped in Baltic ports as a result of the 
blockade proclaimed by the Supreme Council*. 
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empouered to det^erminf the amouzIL of G^^-rnian rolling rtcck ’^.^'Ldca shonlii 
hi* left in tnose regions. 


t'. -i.he Council had hefore It. the drah Ier:e; 

the Dutch Gcvernment lelati’v'e r 
■u: " V' . nunnn x-e v^ar :x ij'irrn >,av:X' 

Go:err.vi£rJ aecidea : 


.: the Charge dhArkires of 
:he tesseh sold hy Germany 
on Commarie?. 'Appendix 


to appro%'e the text rf tie note to tie Charge dhlfiaire? of 
the Dutch Government relative to German ^bip^ sold during the vrar to 
Dutch rsa^dgation Companies. 


ihe Council had before it a note from the Drafdnc Ch^mmittee dated 



November : 3 rd. fee 

'zenzaiic’i y 
\i''CbS' 2'2 

Sir Eyre Crove T^semec 


: j approve the recommeRdado: 

i.j 

:^.^r rr.omoi:! agreed r.hax dee 5e: 


5:0’* c’j 

ytrfTUf Danube Comntiision. that is T.t 

'Secretart -General of the Comb 
jCllrV-'""'' 343 '-h'the Trearr cf Versailles, 


onix r . 

tar the only xhinr to do was 
^ .f the note. The Council at 
'etary-sGeneral xTihe European 
say. Colonel Xey. should be 
rence urovidcu fcr h'r Artirle 


(It was decided: 

(1 j to approve the recommendatioais of the note prepared by the Drafting 
Committee (see Appendix Ff relative to representation of the 
European Danube Commission in the Conference prG\ided for by 
Article 349 of the Treaty of VersaUles ; 

( 2 ) that the Secretary-General of the European Danube Commission 
should act as Secretary-General of the said Conference.) 


8 . M. Fromageot said that the Drafting Committee wondered whether it 
^ would not be expedient to have Bulgaria sign a Protocol 

similar to those signed by the German and Austrian Dele- 
gations at Versailles and at St. Germain. It w^as difficult 
to take the \'ersailies Protocol as a guide for the Protocol in question. 
On the other hand, the St. Germain Protocol® contained pro\ision 3 which it 
would be advantageous to have Bulgaria sign. For instance, it provided, 
in Section i, that the list of persons to be handed over to the Allied and 
Associated Governments by Austria pursuant to Article 173 , paragraph 2 , 

" Not printed. The conclusion of this brief note, prepared in accordance with the de- 
cision of the Supreme Council recorded in No. 12, minute 8, was that ‘‘on the one hand, 
it does not seem possible . . . that the Danube Commission be designated as a Power, 
member of the Conference: on the other, it appears necessary to establish a close contact 
benveen the Commission and the Conference. 

‘These two viewpoints could be easily reconciled, if the Supreme Council, in naming the 
Powers which are to compose the Conference, give them the following recommendation: 

‘i. Not to come to any decision without first having heard the Danube Commission, and 

‘2. To choose as Secretaiy-Cxeneral of the Conference a qualified representative of the 
Commission.’ 

® Printed in Treaty Series ^1919) No. ii. Cmd. 400, pp. 115-16. 
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of the Treats should be sent to the Austrian Government within a month of 
the comin^T into force of the Treaty. A similar clause could be inserted in the 
Bulo-arianlProtocol. The provisions contained in Section 2 seemed inapplic- 
able to Bulo-aria. The same was not true of the provisions of Section 3; but 
as the Bulgarian Treaty, with respect to reparations, differed greatly from 
the \mtrian Treaty, he thought that the opinion of the Reparation Com- 
mission should be asked on that point. Finally, Section 4 could be advan- 
tacreously reproduced. Austria had also signed at St. Germain a declaration 
by which it undertook to communicate to the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments all the information at its disposal relative to vessels sunk or damaged 
bv Austrian naval forces during the war.^ It might not be very beneficial to 
have Bulgaria sign a corresponding declaration, but at least it could not be 
prejudicial. 

(It was decided : 

(1) that the Drafting Committee should prepare, to be signed at the same 

time as the Bulgarian Treaty, a draft protocol similar to the protocol 
signed September 10, 1919, at Saint Germain,® by the Austrian 
Delegation, subject to the decision of the Reparation Commission 
as to the expediency of repeating in the said protocol the provisions 
or [of] Sections 2 and 3 of the Protocol of Saint Germain; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should prepare, to be signed by the 

Bulgarian Delegation at the same time as the Treaty of Peace, a 
declaration gimilar to the one signed on September 10, 1919, by the 
Austrian Delegation.®) 

9. M. M--^tsui stated that he had been telegraphically informed that the 
Emperor of Japan, on October 30th, had ratified the Treaty 
Ratijication of th£ of Versailles. Under the final clauses of the Treaty of Peace 
it became his duty to make a formal notification of this 
y japan ratification. Should he do so at once or await the signature of 

the proces-verbal relative to the deposit of ratifications? It seemed to him 
that he might await this latter date. 

M. PiCHON said that the Conference would approve the procedure pre- 
scribed by the Drafting Committee. 

M. Fromageot said that that Committee had provided for this contin- 
gency in the draft proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications which had been 
approved by the Council. This draft had spoken of ‘deposit of ratifications or 
of notifications of ratifications’. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November 4, igiQ. 

« Printed ibid., p. 1 1 7. 


196 




that :airr*ed:aiely on my arrival he telegraphed urgently to Bucharest pressing :or 
tvithdratval but so far has had no reply. Possible Roumanian elect:or*5 which I 
understand are at present taking place in Bucharest may account far this but I beg 
Supreme Council 'iviil exercise ail possible pressure on Roumanian Government 
to secure earliest possible withdrawal. I trust Roumanian [s] ■will be required to 
evacuate all occupied territorv' that is to say that they will not be allowed to remain 
on . . . A further reason for early evacuation is that there are signs of an early and 
\'er\' hard %vinter and this means that with a frozen Danube vessels of inter-allied 
Danube Commission will be immobile and only force we possess to assist in main- 
taining order will be powerless. 

2. Once I have this deSnite assurance of Roumanian evacuation I can approach 
Friedrich and I hope obtain from him a deSnite assurance that he will make way 
for a government which corresponds %vith wishes of Supreme Council. 

3. Private negotiations are in train for formation of such a Government. In 
\iew of great weight and excited feeling of Christian National Party they must be 
fully represented and care taken not to give them occasion to think they are being 
swamped by Jew’s and Socialists. If how’ever all goes w’eli there will be a govern- 
ment %vhich w’ili fully meet requirements of Supreme Council. I shall of course 
satisfy myself main Hungarian parties . . Christian National Party are content 
w'iih their representatives in this government. As it may be of gi*eat importance 
before they settle transfer of government from Friedrich to his successor at short 
notice I venture to ask that I may if necessary assure new government of pro\’i- 
sional recognition of Supreme Council. Time necessary only to exchange tele- 
grams after formal [?forination] new’ government may upset whole scheme. 

4. I have seen Admiral Horthy. He inspires confidence. He will give me a 
formal assurance that he w’ill accept new government and keep his troops in hand. 
In order to quiet en bloc apprehension of Jew’ish and Socialist convention here 

The text here is uncertain. 
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I have told Admiral Horthy that on the strength of his assurance I shall give my 
personal assurance to these people that order will be maintained. Other\\dse there 
may be something like panic. 

6. It would be practically impossible to include a Jew in the new Provisional 
government. Nor do Jews themselves wish it. I shall however see that they are 
satisfied with composition of government. 

7. Reports reach me here as to Roumanian action in Transylvania which leaves 
littie doubt Roumanians are acting there not only with great harshness but in 
flagrant violation of conditions of peace treaty. If it were possible for an inter- 
Allied commission to visit Transylvania to report on situation confidence and trust 
of this people injustice of Allies would be firmly established. I am sending by 
despatch report on conditions in Transylvania. 


Appendix E to No. 13 

Proposed Letter to the Charge d' Affaires of the J^etherlands 

PARIS, November 4, igig, 

I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter of October 28 last,!^ 
in which you kindly requested me to communicate to the Supreme Council the 
views of the Netherlands Government relative to German ships, claimed by 
Holland as having been sold during the war by the Hamburg-Amerika-Line and 
the Kosmos-Line to the profit of the Netherlands companies Lloyd Royal Holland 
and HoUand-Amerika-Line, 

I have the honour of infoiming you that the conditions under which this tran- 
saction was made do not permit the Principal Allied and Associated Powers to 
recognize the property right to these ships by the Dutch companies interested. 

It may be noted that, on the other hand, according to the terms of the Armistice 
Convention of January 16, 1919, Germany must hand over all her commercial 
vessels to the Allies, and that between the signing and the coming into force of the 
Peace Treaty, no act of Germany could be tolerated which would infringe upon 
the execution of her obligation to hand over her commercial vessels to the Allied 
and Associated Powers, according to the provisions of the Treaty. 

Under these conditions the Supreme Council has requested me to advise you 
that the claims of the Dutch companies interested cannot be complied with. 

If these interested parties have any claims to enter, they should present them to 
Germany, whose intervention in this respect is provided for in paragraph 7 of 
Annex III of Part VIII (Reparations) of the Peace Treaty with Germany. 

See No. 12, appendix G. 
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H. D. 34." ^^''acs '"j j nf f;;-- Hi^di >:/ D-: I of rhe Fhe 

Guo^ Polices hz’d Pkho?:' s R::rri. Pcks. ot 

X-tnk:£: jj z: ic.to 

Present: L\iA,: Hc-n. F. 1, Poll:: secretary. Mr. L. Harrlscr.. 

B^i:z:h Erzcirr. Sir E>Te Crc-ze: secretary, Mr. H, X-irnar.. 

Frc^ce: M. Pichon; sECRETARnr^, M. Dctasta. M, Berrhelc^:. M. de 
S2:R>Q;TtR::E, 

I:c’r: M. de MarriRo; secretary, 'SI. Barcn? Russ*^^. 
jcpar.: M. Zvlatsi;:; seceletarv. M, Ka^ -ai. 

Joint Sscret.\riat: Capt. B. "^Viritiircp. Bvi:i:K ErrAire: Capt. 

G. Lcthian Small. FriJw: M, ^^I^ss:T!:, /rrj: M. Zanchi, 
interpreter: M. ^^a^A■?ux. 


The foliov.ir.^ were also oreser*: ?rr iiems. ir 


v/ere 


U.S.A.: General Bliss. 

British Entire: General SackMlle-Wesi, Cimmander Lnoas, R.X., 
^:r. A. Leeper, Mr. E. H. Carr. 

General Cavallero, General Marietti, M. \'annutelli-Rep 5 Prince 
Bcncompagri. 

Japan: SL Shigemitsu. 


I. The Council had before it a draft telegram to Sir George Clerk (see 
^ Appendix A}.; 

Sir Ceo^ge^Cierk Eyre Cro\ve wished to remark that he proposed to 

replace paragraph 2 on page by the following paragraph: 
The Roumanian troops shall evacuate Hungary* completely and shall with- 
draw to the other side of the frontier as fixed by the Conference: it is indis- 
pensable that they should allow full liberty to the Hungarian elections.’ In 
the following paragraph he suggested that the words, immediately there- 
after should be omitted. He wished to give Sir George Clerk discretion on 
the question of the time when the Friedrich cabinet should withdraw. If he 
were to await the complete evacuation by the Roumanian troops, this might 
be found too long. 

SL DE Martino asked that a change be made in paragraph r of page 2,^ 
so as to follow* the suggestion made by the Italian representative at Budapest. 

(The text was agreed to read as follows: ^Another suggestion had been 
made which charged the Inter- Allied Military Mission with the supervision 
of the organization . . . etc.’ (see Appendix B).) 


Mr. Polk suggested that the beginning of paragraph 3 on page 2^ be 
changed to read as follows : The Council would like to know* w*hether, after 
ha\ing consulted the Inter-Allied Mission, and after . . . &c.’ 


^ The second paragraph of the draft telegram. 

^ The fifth paragraph of the draft telegram. 

3 The seventh paragraph of the draft telegram. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe wished to add to paragraph 3 of page 2,^ after the words, 
‘by the Hungarian gendarmerie’ the following words, ‘which might be 
placed under the Control, direct or indirect, of the Inter-Allied Military 
Mission.’ 

(This change was adopted, and it w^as agreed to put after ptiragraph 3 of 

page 2,3 the paragraph suggested by M. de Martino.) 

(It was decided: 

(1) that Sir Eyre Crowe should send to Sir George Clerk, in the name of 

the Supreme Council, the telegram as shown in Appendix B ; 

(2) that the telegram sent by the Supreme Council to the Roumanian 

Government at its meeting of November 3rd, 1919,4 should be com- 
municated to Sir George Clerk.) 

2. M. PicHON inquired whether Mr. Polk had received an answer on the 
subject from President Wilson. 

First Meeting of Polk said that the President would surely issue the 

the Council of convocation of the first meeting of the Council of the League of 

Nations; the only question was the form of letter which the 
President should write. This was still open and he expected 
an answer within a short time. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to state that the British Government had agreed 
upon Paris as the place of the first meeting of the Council. 

M. Berthelot stated it had been understood between Sir Eric Drum- 
mond, Colonel House and the French Representative that this meeting 
should only nominate the Commission charged with fixing the boundaries 
of the Sarre district. There still remained the appointment of the Commission 
for the Government of the Sarre district. As soon as the Treaty was put into 
force, the German Government might ask, to whom should the sovereignty 
over this territory be transferred. The diflBculty might of course be solved by 
prolonging the military occupation regime until the Commission for the 
Government of the Sarre had been appointed; but it was important that 
the Allies should agree on this intermediary solution. From the French 
standpoint, however, it was quite certain that it would be wiser to appoint 
the Government Commission at once and that it was to especially please the 
American and British Governments that this solution might be accepted. 

Mr. Polk remarked that he understood that this was the view of his 
Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe feared that the Germans might cause trouble, if this 
were not fixed ; Sir Eric Drummond however having agreed with his French 
and American colleagues, he (Sir Eyre Crowe) concluded that M. Berthelot’s 
solution was correct. 

M. Berthelot remarked that of course Germany would be very likely to 
send notes to the Allies on the subject but as it was only a question of a few 
w'eeks at the most, he thought it would be easy to gain the necessary time. 

* See No. 12, appendix D. 
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The Council had before ii instractioni to General Xlesselj President of 
the Commission charged with the control of the evacuation of 
the Bailie Provinces. See Appendix D. ® 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the last phrase of para- 
graph I, Section 5 entitled, hAciion of the Allied Xavy in the 
Bakicf beginning with the words, khe Commission sen'e as 
an inrerniediary’ [? should] be removed. (This was agreed to. 

Sir Eyre Gro^^ve also wished to remark that as far as transportation \vas 
concerned, the British Government would do all in its pov/er, but could not 
guarantee transportation. 

M. Berthei.ot stated that General Xiessel had already insisted before the 
Council on his Commission getting the necessary credits: it had adjourned 
the examination of this question,* but General Xhessel called the attention of 
the Council to a case^vhich needed its immediate decision. From the informa- 
tion at hand, it seemed that Colonel Bermont's troops would probabiv* be 


5 Not primed. These instructions were as follows : 

Sections 1-4 identical with sections 1-4 of the original draft see Xo. 7. appendix C, sub- 
ject to the amendments adopted by the Supreme Council on October 28, 19:9 ;see Xo. 7, 
minute 3^ and to the insertion in section 2 of the name of General Turner. 

Section 5 identical with section 9 of the original draft subject to the amendment adopted 
by the Supreme Council on October 28, 2919- 

Section 6 identical with section 10 of the original draft subject to the amendment adopted 
by the Supreme Council on October 30, 1919 '.see Xo. 9, minute 5^ 

Section 7, which read; ‘It is further decided that the Commission shall leave as soon as 
possible and shall commence the labours with which it is entrusted, without awaiting the 
political instructions which may be sent ulteriorly after discussion and approval by the 
Supreme Council.’ 

^ See Xo, 7, minute 3. 
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dissolved, and it was important to know what would happen to the Russian 
troops which made up his forces. Of course every effort would be made to 
have these troops put under General Yudenitch s command, but a certain 
period might elapse before this could take place, and meanwhile it would be 
necessary* to supplv them if one did not want to throw them into the hands of 
the Bolshevists. He thought it necessary' to allot a certain amount of money 
to General Niessel which could be shared between the three Allies. 

Mr. Polk wished to state that, as far as America was concerned, it could 
pro\ide no funds for that purpose. 

Sir Evre Crowe also remarked that he questioned the likelihood of his 
Government’s participation. 

;M. Berthelot stated that it was already well understood that each power 
should stand the expenses of its representatives; but there surely were bound 
to be common expenses, and it seemed impossible to send this mission without 
a credit: France might decide to advance the sum for this purpose, it being 
well understood of course that the other Governments would reimburse it 
later. 

Mr. Polk remarked that the appropriations of the United States Govern- 
ment were so made that it could only pay the share of expenses for its own 
mission, and for a determined purpose. 

M. Berthelot explained that was the reason he suggested a fixed amount 
He thought the Council should recognize the importance of the solution. 

Sir Eyre Crowt inquired why they should not adopt M. Berthelot’s 
solution, which was on the same lines as the procedure in the missions of Sir 
Geoi^e Clerk and General Gough, where the British Government paid at 
first and the expenses were later shared. 

M. Berthelot agreed that France was ready to follow this procedure, if 
it was understood that the other Allies would reimburse her for their share. 

Mr. Polk stated that his Government could not give a penny towards a 
Mission of a political nature. 

Sir Eyre Crowe emphasized tliat his Government understood the mission 
to be a reply to the German demand for some body to supervise the German 
evacuation, and therefore it could not countenance its becoming involved in 
political activities. 

M. Berthelot thought the question was a more complex one. 

Mr. Polk said he was quite sure that General Niessel understood that the 
American representative had strict instructions not to become involved in 
questions of a political nature. 

M. DE Martino thought that it might be very diflficult to make a difference 
between political questions and purely military questions; the one might 
involve the other; and he thought it important that the Generals should get 
definite instructions in advance on political questions which might come up, 
so that the action they took should be covered by a common agreement. 

M. PiGHON 2inswered that it would be for the Generals to ask the Council 
for instructions. He summed up that the Commission would be the best 
judge of what measures it should take, and should they include or involve 
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6. Mr. Polk stated that the 




German tank shiet 


question o: me tanK snips on beptemoer L“:n:‘’ tons necis::.:. 
stood, but he personally had decided tvithou: knjvdefte of 
the full facts, and wished lo have the question raised at a later date when he 
had all available information. He simply wished this set upon the record. 

.'The meeting then adjourned.; 

HSiel de Crillon, 

Paris, Noiember 5, igig . 


Appendix A to Xo. 14 

Draft of a Telegram from the Supreme Council to Sir George Clerk, Budapest 

PAJUS, J\ Cl ember 5. zgsg. 

The Supreme Council has taken note of your various communications and is 
willing to comply with the principle of your suggestions. It is of the opirdon that; 

1st. The Roumanian troops must withdraw; it is indispensable that they allow 
full liberty to the Hungarian elections; 

2nd. The Friedrich cabinet must resign immediately thereafter, and be replaced 
by a really different CJovernment, comprising democratic elements, Governments 
[rzV] \vhich would hold the elections, and the recognition of which by the Allies 
you would be now authorized to guarantee. 

7 In the draft in appendix D of the original, as in appendix C to Xo. 7, this phrase read: 
‘The Commission will ser\"e as an intermediary’ between the Supreme Council and the 
Allied Xavy.’ 

* At the suggestion of M. Berthelot the Supreme Council ‘decided that each Delegation 
should prepare a list of all questions which still remain to be taken up by the Supreme 
Council, and that the Secretary-General of the Conference should collate these lists for the 
Council’s examination*. 

« See VoL I, Xo. 66, minute i. 
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The Council was presented with a suggestion that, in order to prevent the elec- 
dons and the Hungarian Government from being influenced by the local police, 
which is under the authority of Friedrich, and by the small army of Admiral 
Horiv, whose tendencies are plainly reactionary, the Roumanian military force 
should be replaced by an Allied military- force capable of inspiring confidence in 
the population and to strengthen the moral authority of the commission of the 
generals and of the conference itself; the facts seemed to demonstrate that, without 
being supported by armed force, their decisions ran the risk of remaining un- 
executed. 1 r T_ TT 

Another suggestion has been made that the control ot the Hungarian army of 
Horthv bv the commission of generals should be considered as sufficient. 

It inust not be forgotten that on one hand the Allies do not wish to hinder the 
expression of the freewill of the Hungarians, but that on the other hand they have 
decided to prohibit the re-establishment of the fallen dynasty, either in a direct 
or indirect form. 

The Council desires to know whether, after having considered all authorized 
views, vou think that the Roumanian force should be replaced by an Inter-Allied 
force,' or whether the assurances of Admiral Horthy and the guarantee of order 
represented by the Hungarian gendarmerie can be trusted. 

The question of sending an Inter-Allied force raises the following difficulties: 
As the great powers have no force available, they consider sending two divisions 
of Czech and Serbian soldiers and subaltern officers, commanded by English, 
Italian, American and French superior officers, under the command of an ener- 
getic general, nominated by the Supreme Council. 

The Italian Delegation objects to sending any Jugo-Slavs on account of the state 
of mind of the Hungarian population. On the other hand, all delegations realize 
the inconveniences which might result from the presence of contingents from small 
countries, neighbours of Hungary, and hostile, even under a firm Allied command. 
The essential question is to know whether the presence of a force at the disposal 
of the Allies is not necessary. 

The Supreme Council, trusting to your judgment and your information on the 
ground, asks you for precise and prompt advice. 


Appendix B to No. 14 
Telegram from Supi'eme CoiinciU^ 

November igig. 

To: Sir George Clerk, Budapest. 

The Supreme Council has taken note of your various communications and is 
ready to adhere, in general, to your suggestions. It esteems that : 

1st. The Roumanian troops must completely evacuate Hungary and \vithdraw 
beyond the frontiers fixed by the Conference; it is indispensable that the Hun- 
garian elections be conducted with full liberty; 

12 nd. The Friedrich Ministry must withdraw to make room for a really different 
government comprising the democratic element. This Government would proceed 
with the elections, and you would be authorized to guarantee its recognition by 
the Allies. 

*0 The telegram in this appendix is printed by F. Dedk in Hungary at the Paris Peace 
Conference (New York, 1942), pp. 526-7. 
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v.'hich rrJeh: perhaps be placed under :’:e direr: or in direr: : i • : :r.'j C: re- 

mission of Generals. 


Another surges :icn v.’as made to the eiTec: of entrusting the Ccmniissi'tn 
Generals ’v\ith the supervision of the organization of the Hungarian army* and :o 
see that i: is not employed for political purposes contrary to the vie"/;s of ihe Allies. 
The Commission of Generals should also see that the occupation of the capital 
and of the countiy’ be conducted without excesses and without disturbing public 
order. 

The question of sending an Inter-Allied force presents the follov/ing difncultics : 
as the Great Powers have no effectives available, they would be envisaged with the 
sending of two di\isions of Czech and Serbian non-commissioned oficer: aid SGldkrs, 
commanded by English, Italian, American and French superior oScers under the 
orders of an energetic General nominated by the Supreme Council. 

The Italian Delegation objects to sending any Jugo-Slavs, otving to the state 
of mind of the Hungarian population. For that matter, all Delegations realize 
the inconveniences which might result from the presence of contingents from the 
small neighbouring hostile countries of Hungary, even under a firm Allied ccm- 
mand. The main question is to ascertain whether the presence of a force at the 
disposition of the Allies is not necessar>'. 

The Supreme Council, confident in your judgment and your local information, 
asks you for precise and prompt advice. 

Appendix C to No. 14 

Sole by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 

The British Delegation has received through the British Mission at Berlin the 
following telegram: — 

'Oberbiirgermeister Altenberg and three representatives of the provisional 
Government of Memel request permission to proceed to Paris from Berlin :o 
lay their case before the Supreme Council, German Foreign Office do not 
object. May permission be granted?’ 
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The delegation proposes to reply that the permission requested should not be 
granted but that the Delegates may be assured that, in the execution of the Treaty 
of Peace at Memel, as elsewhere, the co-operation of local officials who are natives 
of the country' will be welcomed b\’ the Allied and Associated Powers. 

4th j^'ovember, igig. 


No. 15 

H. D. 85 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Thursday, 

November 6, 1919, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present; U.S.A.-. Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. Sir EyTC Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint Qpentin. 
Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

JoiOT Secretariat; U.S.A.: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter; M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A. : General Bliss, Dr. J. B. Scott. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Mr. A. Leeper. 

France: General Walch, Colonel Roye, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: Lieut-Colonel Toni, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Pilotti, Prince 
^ncompagni. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka. 

I. (The Council had before it two telegrams from Sir George Clerk to the 

Supreme Council dated November 4th (see Appendix A) and 
November 5th (see Appendix B), a telegram from the Tnter-Allied 
Military Mission dated November 5th (see Appendix C), zuid 
another telegram from the same source dated November 3rd, (see Appendix 
D).) 

M. Pichon pointed out that the telegram sent by the Council to Sir George 
Clerk on the preceding day' [satisfied]^ in great measure the requests con- 
tained in his two telegrams. Both Sir George Clerk and the Inter-AUied 
h'lilitary Mission w'ere opposed to the despatch of Jugo-Slav and Czech 
troops. As the suggestion of the French Delegation had not met with ap- 
proval the point would not be insisted upon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that Sir George Clerk had asked authority to 
recognize at once the coalition government which he hoped would be formed. 
It would be well to give him this authority. The telegram of the preceding 
day gave him as a matter of fact, an answer on this point. Sir George Clerk 
likewise desired not to be obliged to insist on the immediate withdrawal of 
Friedrich. On this point also the Council should meet his views. 

' See No. 14, appendix B. * The text here is defective. 
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in tne teiegram seni :.n L:e nrecea:;:g nay. v.nitli i.an cr.>^tn .‘^Ir Ge-iri'e 
Clerk's telegrams. He vrished m cad attention :o a:: .ther noinr : "aooM it not 
be voeii to request the Jugo-SIavs arnd the Czechs to retire immediately 'Hthin 
their frontiers as laid dovm ;oy the Council? A.cccrdinn tO’ the teleVram of 
November 3rd from the Inier-Allied Military Mission the Chech? were 
raising difEcuiiies with respect tc the evacuation :: doe noine? of Salvc- 
Tarjan: they were demanding as a condition ureoede:::^ reintburiement dv 
their expenses relative to the supply of the Hungarian popHaticn. Vfould it 
not be well to request the Czechs to ‘-.fthdrav. a: the v'^rne time atsurinr 
them that the Council would take mro c^cosideradon the cusidon ■:'! reim- 
bursement for their expenses? Like-Aise. in die south, the Juco-ela'.s v.ere 
still occupying the mines at Pecs^ whereas, according to the decision? of d.e 
Council, that territory was to remain in the possession of Huui^ary. 

M. DE Martixo thought that that was the time to insist upon all Siaies 
bordering on Hungary recognizing the frontiers of the Hungarian State. 

Mr. Polk observed that the Governments concerned had been notified of 
the lines laid down as the northern and eastern frontiers of Hungary ; he 
wished to inquire w’hether there had been a similar notification with respect 
to the frontier between Hungary and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

M. DE Saint Quentin explained that at the time the Council had dis- 
allowed the Jugo-Slav claims in Baranya and Batchka,^ the Serbian Delegation 
had been notified of its decision. As a result of this notification the Serbs had 
formulated new proposals : they had, in particular, asked the right of exploit- 
ing the mines of Pecs for five years. The Serbian request had been referred 
to the Reparation Commission and the Economic Commission*^ but both of 
these considered themselves without jurisdiction, as the question, to their 
minds, was essentially a political one; however, the Serbian request had 
neither been examined by the Central Territorial Committee nor the Com- 
mittee for the Study of Territorial Questions relating to Roumania and 
Jugo-Slavia. 

M. PiGHON said that the Serbs must be informed that the territorial question 
had been settled, but that this decision wDuld not prejudice the decision to be 
taken by the Council with respect to the exploitation of the mines of Pecs. He 
suggested that the latter question should be referred to the Committee for the 
Study of Territorial Questions relating to Roumania and Jugo-Siavia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that a new fact had occurred; on October 
25th the Serbian Delegation had asked that the evacuation of the territories 

3 See Vol. I, No. 25, minutes 6 and 7. 

* See No. 4, note 3. 
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actually held by the Yugo-Slav troops should be deferred until the question 
of the exploitation of the mines had been settled. 

M. Berthelot thought the Yugo-Slav request inadmissible from the 
territorial point of %uew. 

M. PicHOK said it was agreed that the Czecho-Slovaks and the Yugo-Slavs, 
as well as the Roumanians, should be asked to evacuate. Moreover, M. 
Berthelot would prepare a draft telegram to Sir George Clerk. 

M. Berthelot read a draft telegram prepared in accordance with the 
views expressed by the Council. 

Sir Evre Crowe felt it useless, since it had been decided not to send Czech 
and Yugo-Slav contingents into Hungary, to ask Sir George Clerk if he 
deemed it expedient to send an Interallied force. 

M. Berthelot thought that the question should nevertheless be raised, 
because if Sir George Clerk should say that such a force was necessary it 
would be worth while studying the plan anew. In view of Sir George’s report 
as to the attitude of Friedrich it might be well to reflect on what would 
happen when Friedrich, with 30,000 men, found himself opposed to the 
Supreme Council and a mission of Generals without any troops. 

Sir Eyre Grow^e wondered what would happen if Sir George Clerk 
indicated that the sending of an Inter-Allied force was essential or even 
desirable. The only possible reply would be that no one could be sent. 

M. Berthelot acknowledged that the situation would be diflhcult but he 
thought that it would not present an absolute impossibility. 

M. DE Martino remarked that Italy would certainly not send any troops. 

M. PicHON agreed that the French also would find great difficulty in 
sending any. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the question was purely an academic one. 
The wording proposed by M. Berthelot presented the difficulty that Sir 
George Clerk might well think that he was being offered something which 
the Council could not give him. 

M. PicHON agreed that the telegram should be modified in the light of Sir 
E^tc Crowe’s remarks and should state that the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers would find it very difficult to send any troops if the need should arise. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that Sir George Clerk should also be asked if he 
deemed the Hungarian Police force adequate to cope with the situation. 

M. DE Martino desired a further addition to the effect that the police force 
could be placed under the control of the Interallied Military Mission. 

It was decided: 

(1) that Sir Eyre Crowe should send to Sir George Clerk, in the name of 

the Supreme Council, the telegram prepared by M. Berthelot (see 
Appendix E) ; 

(2) that the Czech and Serb-Croat-Slovene Governments should be re- 

quested to withdraw their troops immediately beyond the frontiers 
of Hungary as laid down by the Council ; 

( 3 ) that the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government should be informed that the 

decisions taken by the Council with respect to territorial questions 
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ofC:nnoI :iz Gexeral Walgh read and commented upon Marshal Foch's 
Germany 

Mr. Polk, \\ith respect to the organization of the personnel of the Com- 
missions of Control, asked why it was necessary^ to call upon civilian engineers. 

General ^Valch explained that the military’ technical personnel was 
inadequate to control the manufacture of war material. It was necessary to 
call upon competent specialists who could not be found in the regular army. 

General N’ollei had called upon about 10 engineers and about 40 
university graduates. In so doing he had only followed the example furnished 
by the British Commission of Control. 

(It was decided; 

that the payment of the salaries of the personnel of the Military Com^ 
missions of Control in Germany not belonging to regular military forces 
should he assumed by Germany.) 


4. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 


Publication of the Corre- 
spondence with the 
Austrian Delegation 


November 3, 1919 (see Appendix I).) 

Sir Eyre Growte pointed out that the note of the 
British Delegation specified that extreme care should be 
exercised with respect to the publication of the Austrian 


notes marked ‘Confidentiar. 


5 See No. lo, appendices B and C. 

^ Nor printed. See appendix H below. 

7 Not printed. In this note the Drafting Committee, haring regard to articles 207 and 
249 of the Treaty of Versailles, gave an afiirmadve answer to General Nollet’s question: 
see appendix H below. 
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Mr. Polk said that evidently such notes could not be published without 
the consent of Chancellor Renner. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that Dr. Renner could be asked if he still 
objected to the publication of those notes. 

M. DE Martino observed that the publication of the notes raised some 
questions which were delicate from an Italian point of view, and he asked 
that a decision on this point be postponed. 

(The question was adjourned.) 


5. (The Council had before it a letter from Marshal Foch to the President of 
the Peace Conference dated October soth, 1919 (see 
Append J).» and a note tom the Dr^ng Committee 
dated November 5th, 1919 (see Appendix K).®) 

M, Fromageot read and commented upon these documents. 


(After a short discussion, 

It was decided: 

to approve the recommendations of the note of the Drafting Committee 
relative to demobilized Poles who had borne arms against Germany.) 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the Committee on Organization 
Fmmdd Measures of Reparation Commission dated October 31st, 1919 

Coercion taken against (see Appendix L) .®) 

Germany on account of M. Fromageot read and commented upon this note. He 
the non-enacaatum of observed that it was not correct to speak of the annulment 
the Baltic Provinces authorizations which might have been given : the question 
was one of revocation of said authorization. Germany could not now create 

® Not printed. In his letter Marshal Foch reported that the Polish Government were 
stated to have asked the Allied Powers to obtain authorization from the German Govern- 
ment that demobilized soldiers of the Polish army organized in France under General 
Haller should be free to return to their homes situated in districts which were (a) properly 
speaking, German; {b) to be attributed by plebiscite; {c) attributed to Poland but not yet 
occupied by her. It appeared to Marshal Foch that such authorization could not be 
demanded of Germany ‘since, until the ratification of the Peace Treaty, this Power has the 
right to consider the parties concerned as deserters from the German Army*. The Drafting 
Co mmi ttee in its note agreed with Marshal Foch that ‘neither the Armistice nor the Treaty 
contains stipulations expressly binding Germany not to institute proceedings against 
German Poles having served in the Polish Army for having taken up arms against Germany’. 
The Committee, however, considered that, having regard to articles 88, 91, 95, 96, 277 and 
278 of the Treaty of Versailles, ‘in undertaking these suits, Germany jeopardizes the loyal 
execution of the engagements above referred to. On this point, to put Germany under the 
necessity of annuHing and ceasing the said proceedings would be justified. 

‘On the one hand, if Poles are to return to German territory, on the contrary there are 
Germans on Polish territory. Both should be equally protected from, all interference and 
any obstruction in the free exercise of their right of option and vote, and transfer of domicile. 

‘An understanding on this subject would be of a nature to put an end to and prevent all 
difiiculties in the future. The presence at Paris on November 10 of German representatives 
for the settlement of questions raised by the coining into force of the Treaty, appears to 
furnish a favourable opportunity to proceed to this accord.’ 

’ Not printed. In this note M. Loucheur drew the attention of M. Glemenceau to the 
last four paragraphs of the Allied note of September 27, 1919^ to the German Government 
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^ ot ao Americrr. !\ll!it?.ry hlAsic:: reported rc 0: a: Rioo had 

hvrhVovh' been brouelir up/** According ic his nre?ent inihrnrauon there 

s..'i, c. it:^c ,- - .*. „ 

appearea xc be a: K:ga. besices a mission oi reEef and supply 
and a Red Cross mission, a mission under Colonel Holliday, who was reported 
to have arrived at Riga on October 15 th. The Colonel was reported to have 
stated that he did not desire to collaborate with the Anglo-French Mission. 

Mr. Polk explained that Colonel Holliday was there alone. His duties 
were purely to collect information, and he had no political role to play. 
Moreover, General Cheney would see that he did not exceed his po’wers. 


9 . M. DE !NLvrtino informed the Council that the Italiam delegates to the 
^ Plebiscite and Delimitation Commissions would arrive at Parii 

I^bisate md November loth. They would be ready from that day on to 
"■ith their AiHed colleagues. 

M. PiCHON said that Marshal Foch would be informed of this. 


relative to the evacuation of the Baltic Pro\'inces I'see \"ol. I, Xo. 66, appendix £ , and 
continued: 'The Organization Committee of the Reparaiions Commission assumes that 
the passage above applies only concerning the requests presented by the German Govern- 
ment upon dates subsequent to the sending of the note, and that it is not the intention of the 
Supreme Council to annul authorizations previously accorded for the sale or security of 
titles with a view to the purchase of fcodstufis for Germany.* 

Fromageot stated that the Danish Government had pointed out that after the 
plebiscite the inhabitants of Schleswig w'ould become Danish citizens. What would become 
of the interests of those newly-made Danish subjects whose property in the meantime might 
have been liquidated by one of the Allied and Associated Powers as belonging to enemy 
subjects? ... M. Pichon suggested that the Drafting Committee should come to an agree- 
ment witii the Economic Commission, which had the question in hand, on the draft of a 
resolution to be communicated to the other Allied Powers. Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out 
that the Danish Government w'ould have to be approached. Mr. Polk took it as understood 
that the draft resolution would be submitted to the Council. He pointed out that he would 
have to refer the matter to his Government.* 

See No. 9, minute 5. 
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10 . 

Commission at printed] 

Vienna for the 
Distribution of 
Rolling Stock 

1 1 . Mr. Polk said that his Government wished to know if the question of the 
recognition of Luxembourg was to be decided by the Council. 
wcem ourg.jfairs Berthelot summarized the history of the question: 

when the question first arose five or six months ago the French Government 
declared that, from a political point of view, it would refrain from active 
participation in the Luxembourg question, and that it thought that the 
Belgian Government should be the first to make a decision. Belgium had told 
the French Government that it was opposed to recognizing the Grand 
Duchess. The French Government had transmitted this information to 
Rome, Washington and London and the Principal Powers abstained from 
recognizing the Grand Duchess. Eventually, and after at first refusing, 
Belgium consented that the fiance of the Grand Duchess should be allowed 
to go to Luxembourg. The marriage was taking place that very day. Two 
days previously the Belgian Government had asked the French Government 
if it intended to recognize the Grand Duchess and to be represented at the 
marriage ceremony. He himself had replied by putting the same question to 
the Belgian Ambassador, since France had decided that Belgium should have 
the first word in political questions concerning Luxembourg. The Belgian 
Government had not yet replied. The French Government had been in- 
formed from other sources that the British Government intended to recognize 
the Grand Duchess and to be represented at the marriage ceremony. The 
French Government had then acquainted the British Government with the 
exact situation, at the same time informing the Italian Government. 

M. PicHON said that the Council would arrive at a decision on the Luxem- 
bourg question. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris^ November 6, igig. 

On a point raised by M. de Martino, ‘M, de Saint Quentin explained that it had been 
decided to send to Vienna a provisional Commission [for the distribution of rolling stock] 
which would become a permanent Commission when the Treaty came into force. The 
character of the Commission was apparent from the fact that Hungary, an enemy country, 
was represented on it; it would therefore be difficult to deny representation to the Serbs 
and Roumanians* who, according to M. de Martino, claimed it : a claim which seemed 
inadmissible to M. de Martino inasmuch as neither power had signed the treaty of peace 
with Austria. In conclusion ‘M. de Martino said that he would examine the question anew.* 
^3 The relevant sequence of events had been as follows: on January 15, 1919, it was 
announced that the Grand Duchess Adelaide of Luxemburg had abdicated in favour of her 
younger sister, the Grand Duchess Charlotte. A referendum held in Luxemburg on Sep- 
tember 28, 1919? decided by a large majority in favour of the maintenance of the mon- 
archical form of government and, in particular, of the rule of the Grand Duchess Charlotte. 
The Grand Duchess married Prince Felix of Bourbon-Parma, brother of the former Empress 
of Austria. u See further No. 21, minute 6. 
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I still hope that Friedrich may be h.duzed :i see rrascr* I: i;^ all lae raire 
necessary that I should have a.uthor:ty la reiagrdse a, r. ..aiea: l:a me- 

diately on its formation if that proves 10 be possible. 


Appendix B to Xo. 15 

Telegram Xo. 4 from Sir George Clerk to the Supreme Council 

BUDAPEST, XoiembsY §tk, ig:g 

Monsieur Cerruti, civil member of Italian mission, has just informed me of a 
telegram receiv^ed by mission from Paris from which I understand following pro- 
posals are under consideration by Supreme Council. 

1. That Friedrich shall be required to resign at once as he has been unable to 
form democratic government. 

2. That Roumanians shall be required to evacuate at once. 

3. That two divisions composed of Czecho-Slovaks and Yugo-Slav troops under 
Allied command shall be sent into Hungary’. 

With regard to (i; I venture to ask for two or three days’ delay. I hope I am on 
the point of securing coalition government which all parties in Hungarv' will 
accept. I have got so far as to get provisional consent of Friedrich to resignation of 
office of Minister President. It is a task of great difficulty to bring various parties 
together and secure general consent but I shall know by end of vs*eek whether I 
can really count on success. 

{a\ As I reported in my telegram No. 3^^ Roumanian High Commissioner has 
definitely informed me that Roumanians intend to begin evacuation on November 
gth. There is however one very' important point on wffiich I trust Allies will insist 
namely that Roumanians shall not remain on the Theiss but withdraw from limits 
of all territory that is to remain Hungarian. For one reason alone this is desirable 
namely because elections cannot be held until country’' is clear of foreign troops. 
But also difficulties are being raised by Friedrich party and others who say that 
Roumanian evacuation wdll not be genuinely carried out. 

^5 See appendix A abov^e. 
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.'3'^ I venture to express my earnest hope that under no circumstances will 
Jugo-Slav and Czecho-Slav [sic] divisions be sent into Hungary even under Allied 
officers. Result in country would be indescribable and I am convinced that 
Hungarians would for once sink all their differences and resist with such arms as 
they have to last man. 


Appendix G to No. 15 


PARIS, Jsfoveniber jth^ igig. 

The Secretary General of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace has the 
honour to transmit herewith for Mr. Dutasta’s information a very urgent telegram 
which has just been received from the Interallied Military Mission at Budapest: 

BUDAPEST, November jth. 

To the Supreme Council, 

Peace Conference, 

Paris. 

No. 775, Double priority. This hlission is aware that a telegram has been 
received in Budapest from Paris covering three points: first, the Friedrich 
Cabinet, second, the immediate Roumanian evacuation, and third, the occupa- 
tion of Hungary by two divisions under Interallied officers, one division of 
Czecho-Slovaks and one division of Yugo-Slavs. Against this third proposition 
the Interallied Military Mission unanimously and urgently protests. Such pro- 
cedure it is believed would stir Hungary into revolution and would destroy all 
prospects for an early solution of the Hungarian question. It is further urged 
that the Roumanians, the Yugo-Slavs and the Czecho-Slovaks be all required 
to retire at once behind their respective lines of demarcation. 

(Signed) Interallied Military Mission. 


Appendix D to No. i 5 
Telegram to the Supreme Council^ Paris 

BUDAPEST, November g, igig. 

Supplement to Telegram No, J40 of October 31 

The Czecho-Slovak Government subordinates the evacuation of Salgo Taijan 
to three conditions : 

ist. The Hungarians are to be capable of insuring order; 

2nd. The Hungarians are not to attack the Czecho-Slovaks; 

3rd. The Himgarian Government is to reimburse the amounts advanced by 
the Czecho-Slovaks to feed the population. 

The Commission has given the two first assurances. It is of the opinion that the 
execution of the third condition would be the cause of a new delay which must be 
avoided at any price. The Budapest mills are without coal. 

The Commission replied to this effect. 
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Conference to evacuate Hungarian territony and tc retire to the interltr t: the 
frcnriers determined by the Supreme Councih of which notihcati'tn has alread-’ 
been made. A similar imitation was telegraphed to Roumania on October I2thf 

2nd. It is to be understood that the evacuation by Roumanian troops is to be 
complete: these troops are not to remain on the Theiss, but to withdraw bevond 
the boundaries of the territoiy^ which will remain Hungarian, in order that the 
elections may take place without being influenced by the presence of Roumanian 
troops. 

3rd. A telegram will be sent to Prague requesting the Czech Government to not 
subordinate the shipments of coal to a previous agreement concerning the payment 
of the coal supph' indispensable in the operations of the Budapest mills. The Czech 
Government will be assured at the same time that the Allies will arrange the ques- 
tion without delay with the Hungarian Government in a legitimate manner. 

4th- The unanimous opinion of the Commission of Generals, as well as your 
owm, relative to the danger which the presence of Czech and Serb troops would 
present, even under an Allied Command, in Budapest, has decided the Supreme 
Council to renounce that idea. 

Ho’wever, you are requested to make a reply on the question which was posed 
yesterday, relative to the utility, or even the necessity, of a bona fide Inter-Allied 
force to support the authority of the Commission of Generals and the orders of the 
Conference. The attitude of defiance adopted by Mr, Friedrich, referred to in 
your telegram of November 4th, immediately after the decision calling for the 
evacuation of the Roumanian troops leads us to fear that the reactionary^ elements 
will offer resistance as soon as the Allies will no longer have a sufficient local 
military' force to force respect for their decisions. You must be aware, for that 
matter, that, under the present conditions, the sending of Allied troops by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powders would encounter serious difficulties. Do 
you consider that the local gendarmerie w’ould be sufficient under the control of 
the Commission of Generals? 


16 See VoL I, No. 72, minute 2 and appendix B. 
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Appendix H to No. 15 

Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies 

General Staff, No. 5249 G.H.Q., November xgig. 

From: Marshal Foch 

To : The President of the Council, the President of the Peace Conference (Secre- 
tariat General). 

By letter No. 146, under date of October 21, 1919, General Nollet, President of 
the Military- Commission of Control in Germany, requested you to be kind enough 
to have the Supreme Council decide whether the pay of officers and troops in the 
Commissions of Control should be included in the upkeep expenses of the said 
Commissions, and later be charged to Germany. 

No decision has been taken on this subject. 

It follows that General Nollet experiences great difficulty in recruiting the ci\il 
personnel necessary — interpreters and engineers, this personnel at the present 
time receiving no pay, but only having the right to allowances allotted to the 
members of Commissions of Control. 

This state of affairs is prejudicial to the good operation of the Commissions of 
Control. 

Consequently-, I have the honour to ask you to be kind enough to advise the 
Supreme Council of this question as soon as possible. 

P.O. The Major General 
Weygand 


Appendix I to No. 15 
British Delegation 


My dear Ambassador 


November igig. 


I have the honour to transmit herewith to Your Excellency a draft of resolution^® 
concerning the publication of the correspondence exchanged with the Austrian 
Delegation. I should be glad to see it on the calendar of the Supreme Council as 
soon as possible. 

The question has been raised in the British Parliament as to whether this corre- 
spondence should be published and my Government is awaiting a decision of the 
Supreme Council before deciding in that matter. 

By the ^vay, I think I must remind you that, concerning the correspondence 
exchanged with the German Delegation, the Council of Four decided to communi- 
cate to the press all the German notes and Allied answers, without any change, 
gradually^ as they were received or sent. This procedure has been observed in 
certain cases but not for all the Austrian notes and those which were sent to them. 

However, there seems to be no objection to the publication of the Austrian 
correspondence; only, exception should be made for certain notes marked 
‘Confidentiar by the Austrian Delegation (Nos. 360, 863, 906 and 1070). 

i.e. M. Dutasta, Secretary-General of the Peace Conference. 

Not annexed to original of this appendix. 
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Nc. 16 

H. D. 86.] .Vofi's of a Mectng (.f dzc ILccs f ■;' :o; Fy.t 

Great Povicrs held in M. Pickon^s Roq7i:, Quai d'Orsc}^ Fcyis. ry: 

Sotember 7 , at io,go ajn. 

Present: US. A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xorinan. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berchelot, M. de Saint 
Quentin. 

lialy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.J.: Capt. B, Winthrop. British Er?2pire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M, Mamoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A.: Dr. I. Bowman, Dr. James Brown Scott, Mr. A. \V. Dulles. 
British Empire: Brigadier-General Groves, Lieut. -Colonel Kisch. Mr. 

Palairet, Mr. E. H. Carr, Mr. H. W. [Malkin. 

France: M. Ignace, M. Laroche, General Le Rond, M. Fromageot, 
Commandant Lacombe, M. EscofEer. 

Italy: Lieut. -Colonel Piccio, Commandant Scanagatta, M. D’Amelio, 
M. Stranieri, Ivl. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I . Sir Eyre Grow^e stated he could not nominate the British Representatives 

as the experts of the British Delesration on that subject were 
ExeculimofArticks in London. 

^Tr^y zmVA clmany Martino wished to remark that there already 

was a Commission of Responsibilities. 

M. Escoffier said the Commission of Responsibilities has [had] finished its 
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I'.ii v.ai a criiestion for a special Commission charged with the prepara- 
ihe execution of Articles 228 and 229 of the Treaty with Germany. 
^:CH cor said that the Council agreed that the nomination of this Com- 
should be adjourned, but it was important that this should be settled 
lort a time as possible. 

:s MARTirro thought an adjournment necessary as he would have to 
.ouch ’.vith his Government. 

was decided: 

that a CoiELznissioii would he nominated, 

(a; to compare the lists of indi\*iduals charged wth crimes to be 
delivered by the German Government ; 
j to decide the composition, procedure and seat of the mixed tri- 
bunal-^ to be set up under Article 229 of the Treaty with Germany ; 
that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers nominate as soon as 
possible their representatives on this Commission. 

^ Council had before it a report of the Military Representatives at 
jr instructions ^'e^sailies on the subject. (See Appendix A).^) 

iSd 2 ri ® discussion, 

JommissisK of It was decided : 

Germar^' to approve the report of the Military Representatives 

Versailles dated November 5 th. in answer to the request for instructions 
eived from the Chairman of the Inter- Allied Aeronautical Commission 
Control in Germany (see Appendix A).^ 

Eyre Crowe regretted that this declaration had been delayed by 
numerous communications with his Government.- The 
'^noT proposal resulted from the proposition which had 

^alicia already been made by the American Delegation and also by 
the Polish Commission; in a few words, this proposition 
to eliminate anything in the nature of a temporary arrangement. The 
Government was opposed to anything leading to a final union of 
Galicia and Poland. It had also discussed the question with Mr, 

printed. In this report, dated November 4, 1919, in the appendix, the American, 
French, and Italian Military Representatives recapitulated the three requests for 
ms received from the Chairman of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission of 
and referred to them by the Supreme Council on October 29, 1919 (see No. 8, 

. and appendix E). They answered the requests as follows: 

!;ards question i : That the Airship sheds and all other Aeronautical Material in 
ried areas in Germany shall be pooled and counted in for distribution with the 
icai Material in unoccupied Germany- . . . 

ards question 2 : That the phrase “No dirigible shall be kept"’ in Article 198 of the 
eaw, shall be held to mean “No dirigible of Naval or Military type,’* but the Inter- 
ronautical Commission of Control shall decide whether a dirigible is of civil type 
^Tse. 

jards question 3 : That Article 200 of the Peace Treaty applies to the whole of 
and not merely to the areas occupied by the forces of the Allied and Associated 

2 See VoL III of this series. 



Paderewski and had pointed out to the latter that Poland would be acting in 
a sense diametricaily opposed to the claims made by Poland lor the district of 
Teschen. A large majority of the population in Eastern Galicia was not 
Polish. The British Government thought that they ought not to shut the door 
to the real aims of Eastern Galicia which would allow its population to join 
other nationalities. It wished, therefore, to adopt the following suggestion* 
namely : Poland w’ould get a Mandate for Eastern Galicia under the League 
of Nations for a determined period, such as 15 years; the League of Nations 
could then consider whether Eastern Galicia should be joined to Poland or 
make some other political arrangement. The British point of view insisted 
that the settlement should be provisional. He personally had done his best to 
conciliate the views of the Council with those of the British Cabinet. 

Mr. Polk regretted that they w'ere unable to reach an agreement on this 
subject; but he added he had not given up hope of finding a satisfactory 
solution. W’hat impressed the American Delegation was that if a date were 
fixed for a Mandate, it would mean that Galicia would be in a state of fer- 
ment, and Poland remain in uncertainty over this grave question. This case 
was not the same as that of other countries where a Plebiscite was asked for ; 
it w’ould be difficult to see where Eastern Galicia would go, if not to Poland. 
The problem was all the more difficult for Eastern Galicia on account of 
fighting taking place between Ukrainia and the Bolshevists on one side and 
Denikin on the other side. He wished to ask Sir Eyre Crowe the difference he 
made between the position of the British Government at this time and the 
position that it had taken before. 

Sir Eyre Crowe answered that it was no longer a question of a plebiscite, 
but of giving a Mandate to Poland for Eastern Galicia under the League of 
Nations. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the views of the British Delegation should be 
referred to the Polish Commission for examination and report for Monday, 
November loth. 

M. PiCHON agreed. 

It was decided : 

to refer to the Polish Commission for examination and report to the 
Supreme Council on November 10th, 1919, the proposal made by the 
British Delegation tending to give Poland a Mandate for Eastern Galicia 
under the League of Nations for a determined period, 

4. (The Council had before it a note from the German Delegation dated 
^ * October 3rd, 1919, on the organization of the plebiscite 

in Eupen and Malmedy (see Appendix B), and the 
tion of October 3rd, on servations presented by the Belgian Delegation in its 
the Organization of letter of October 14th, 1919 (see Appendix C).) 

Plebiscite in Eupen and PoLK said this matter had been brought to his 

Malmedy attention and he understood the good faith of the Council 

was involved. He would suggest that this be referred to the Belgian Com- 
mittee for examination. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the Belgian Commission should prepare a 
draft answer to the German Note which the Council would have before it on 
Monday. 

It was decided: 

\ 1 ) to refer Lack to the Commission on Belgian Affairs for examination 
the Note from the German Delegation dated October 3rd, on the 
organization of the plebiscite in Eupen and Malmedy (see Appendix 
B). as well as the observations of the Belgian Delegation dated 
October i4th. 1919 (see Appendix C). 

{2 1 that the Commission on Belgian Affairs should present to the Supreme 
Council at its meeting on November 10th, 1919, a draft reply to the 
German Note. 

[Notprmted]3 

Aaihorities of 
material belonging to 
the German Govern-^ 
ment at Danizig 


6. Mr. Polk repeated what he had said at a preceding meeting : the President 

Re ' ofPres'dent meeting of the Council, 

WU^on to Com- question had been raised in Washington as to his 

mmkations regard- power under Article V of the Covenant to call the meeting 
ing the first meeting before the Treaty had come into force: under Article V his 
of the Council of power existed only from the date of the deposit of ratifications 
of the Treaty: his suggestion was that the meeting should 
take place on the following day, but he had no objection to 
the procedure adopted by the Drafting Committee and in turn adopted by 
the other members of the Council. The real trouble was that the letter 
w’ould be issued at a time when the pact had not yet come into force. 

M. PiGHON thought in that case that the convocation of the first meeting 
mighi be issued on the day when the ratifications were exchanged, and then 
that the meeting could take place the following day. 

Mr. Polk made it clear that he did not wish to insist on this, if the other 
members of the Council preferred the other solution. 


^ 3 On the suggestion of \Ir. Polk the Supreme Council referred back to the Drafting 
Committee for examination and report the following message from the American Minister 
at \\ arsaw ■ appendix D in original) transmitted under date of October 29 as the substance 
of a report from the American Representative on the Inter-Allied Railway Mission in 
Poland : 

On the protest of^e workmen in the shipyards the German authorities have refrained 
from removing floating cranes and dry-docks from Dantzig, which they considered they had 
the right to do under the terms of the Treaty, They have, however, removed a large amount 
of other materials, claiming that this was allowable under the Treaty. 

The American representative on the Inter-Allied Railway Mission added that the fore- 
going i^ormation had been transmitted to Paris, and that the Mission had taken no other 
action in the matter which pertained exclusively to the Armistice authorities.’ 


220 



M. Berthelot pointed out that the difficulty lay in the penod which 
would elapse between the deposit of ratifications and the first meetin,^ of the 
Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that the President of the United States could 
now advise the Powers represented on the Council of the Leairue of Nations 
that as soon as the Treaty had been put into force by the deoosit of ratifica- 
tions, the President, acting under Article V of the Covenant, would send a 
telegram calling the first meeting, and it w'ould be advisable to take all the 
necessary measures in provision of this convocation. 

Mr. Polk thought that Sir Eyre Crowe’s suggestion was already covered 
by M, Clemenceau’s letter.^ He also suggested that the State Department in 
\Vashington, on being advised of the exact hour of the deposit of ratifications, 
could notify to the representatives at \Vashington of the Powers which were 
to be represented on the Council of the League of Nations, the first meeting 
of the Council; on the other hand, all the necessary measures w’ouid have 
been taken for the first meeting to take place. 

M. Fromageot said he understood the American argument, but thought 
there tvas great analogy between this case and the convocation of the Labour 
Conference at Washington. 

Mr. Polk said that everyone in America was attacking the legality of this 
convocation. 

M. Fromageot thought that if the first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations considered only the question of nominating the Com- 
mission charged with the delimitation of the boundaries of the Sarre district, 
the Council of the League of Nations would then have fifteen days within 
which to nominate the Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested there was the possibility of a ratification by the 
United States, in which case the first meeting might have a longer agenda: 
it was therefore important that the convocation of the first meeting should be 
considered immediately. 

M. PiGHON proposed that the question be referred to the Drafting Com- 
mittee to examine whether it was possible to take into consideration the 
remarks made by Mr. Polk. 

It was decided: 

to refer back to the Drafting Committee for examination and report the 
question of procedure to be followed for the convocation of the first meet- 
ing of the Council of the League of Nations, taking into account remarks 
of a legal character made by the American Delegation. 

7. M, Berthelot said that they had reasons to think that the Germans were 
Execution of going to answer their last Notes by proposing that the con- 
the Treaty with ferences which were made necessary by the execution of the 
Germany Treaty, should take place in Berlin on account of the great 

number of experts the German Government wished to send; and only the 
final conferences would take place in Paris. 

+ See No. 3, minute 6 and note 5. s See No. 10, appendix B. 
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Ge.n'Era:. Lf Rond thcuiht that al! the questions which could not be 
cor.«:c;erf:I :r. rari? 'houid be taken up on the spot, and that it was not 
nece.'Sar’- ha--e conferences in Berlin. He also wished to add that, as the 
- :r.:erf nce^ betvveen the Allies could not begin before November loth, it 
w-vj'd not be nossible to meet the German representatives before November 
1 5 tn, 

M. PicKOX stated that Mr. \'enizelos would ask to be heard by the Council 
on the day that the report of the Inquiry Commission on 
_ Sn^yrna came under discussion. 


Mr. Pons asked whether the question of the temporaiy regime of Western 
Thrace should not be studied by a competent Commission. 
He suggested that it might be referred to the Central Terri- 
torial Committee. fThis was agreed to.) 


Terzp z ^cry re^iirc 
rj li 'trierr: Thrace 


It wa*? decided: 

to refer Back to the Central Territorial Committee for examination and 
report the (juestion of the temporary regime of Western Thrace. 

The meeting then adjourned.; 


Hotel de Criilon, 

Paris. Xoiernher 7 , igiQ- 


Appendix B to No. 16 

President, the German Delegation of Peace 

Xo. 28.^ \'ERSAiLLES, October igig. 

From: ^’on Lersner 

To: President Clemenceau. 

The provisions contained in Article 34, paragraph 2, of the Peace Treaty con- 
cerning the plebiscite at Eupen and ^Malmedy, are, in comparison with the pro- 
visions provided for regarding the other territory' submitted to a plebiscite, so 
extraordinarily brief that a mass of important questions are either not at all re- 
solved or remain very unclear. The Allied and Associated Powers, in the several 
declarations made in the notes sent by them before the signing of the Treaty ,7 
made clear how these questions must be resolved. These declarations constitute 
some precious general principles; they still need, however, a more ample develop- 
ment in their detail. The German Government considers it urgent that this 
development be perfected as soon as possible by an expose of the precise conditions. 
The German Government believes it their duty to insist on the necessity of com- 

* The German text of this note is printed in Reichstagsdrucksacke No. 600 of 1920, p. 2f. 
(as cited by F. Berber: Das Diktat von Versailles. Essen, 1939, vol. i, pp. 281-6.) 

7 Cf, the ^Reply of the Allied and Associated Powers to the Observations of the German 
Delegation on the Conditions of Peace’, dated June 16, 1919, in British and Foreign State 
Papers voL cxii, pp. 250 and 260-1. 
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plete dearness in all the questions treating the plebiscite; a necessity v/hieh is 
increased by the worrv’ of the populations concerning the uncertainty which 
governs the application of the details of the plebiscite and concerning which the 
Belgian authorities adopt an attitude which flagrantly contradicts the solemn 
assurances of the Allied and Associated Powers which no longer furnish the least 
guarantee of a free and uninfluenced vote. 

The German Government calls attention to the following points. \v'hich are of 
special importance : 

I. In opposition with the provisions provided concerning ail the other terri- 
tories submitted to a plebiscite, it has not been exactly defined what persons are 
qualified to participate in the vote at Eupen and Malmedy. In Article 34, 
paragraph 2, the question concerns only 'inhabitants’. It is evident that the defini- 
tion of the term Sdthin the shortest possible time’, is indispensable. The German 
Government believes it is in accord with the Allied and Associated Governments 
by proposing to resolve the question in the same manner as for the other terriiories 
submitted to a plebiscite, a right of vote being accorded to every person, ■^vitnout 
distinction of sex, who : 

(A) shall have attained the age of 20 years at the entry into force of the Peace 
Treaty, and w’ho : 

(B) shall either have been born on the territory or shall have resided therein for 
a determined period. In this regard, it would be opportune, in the opinion of the 
German Government, to fix the date as November 1 1, 1918. It would be, further- 
more, understood that the persons having left the territory after the fixed date, but 
who have still retained their domicile, would have the right to vote and that the 
persons lining outside of the territory and enjo>dng the right to vote therein, could 
either return to vote or send their declaration, written, after having been previously 
legalized. 

II. The question of settling what districts shall be subject to plebiscite also needs 
to be regulated. Article 34, paragraph 2, states that the registry shall be opened 
in Eupen and Malmedy, but immediately after, Eupen and Malmedy are spoken 
of as 'these territories^ ('the said territories’, 'the above territory’) ; it cannot there- 
fore refer to the cities, but rather to the spheres {cercles ) . The question concerning 
where the registers are to be opened has not been resolved. The German Govern- 
ment believes also that it is the intention of the AUied and Associated Governments 
to have the plebiscite take place by commune or, if the districts appear too small, 
by localities possessing a burgomaster. A like regulation would accord with the 
desires of the population, to whom it was indicated that, if the registers of only the 
cities of Eupen and Malmedy were opened, a number of inhabitants from distant 
localities would be unable to participate in the vote. Moreover, it appears 
opportune to remark that only by a vote by commune could the League of Nations 
be furnished with the precise data necessary in order to decide, which is its mission, 
whether the territories are to remain in part of [or] wholly German. 

III. A particular unrest appears to reign on the point of just what question the 
inhabitants are to resolve by their vote. In Article 34, par. 2, it is stated that the 
inhabitants are, on the registers, to express the desire that 'these territories remain 
entirely or partially under German sovereignty’. If it is to be supposed that by 
these words the question which shall be introduced for the plebiscite is already 
formulated, that would then signify that each inhabitant should state not only if 
his own commune should remain German, but also make a similar declaration for 
all the other communes of the territory, even if they are entirely foreign to him. 
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One rherefcre have to reauire that each inhabitant make precise declara- 

tions concemins: the cntline of the entire frontier, such as it would be, from his 
noint of \ desirable. But a ver\' small number of the persons who are to parti- 
cipate in the vote are in a position to answer such a question. In view of the mani- 
fest imp issihility for its execution, the pro\'ision mentioned in Article 34, paragraph 
a. must rxc be interpreted to the letter. Its true sense only appears when the several 
declarations of the" Allied and Associated Powers on the plebiscite question are 
taken into consideration. In Mr. Glemenceau's note, dated June 15th, it is stated 
that an annexion of territory’ to Belgium should be operated only on a basis of the 
decision of the population, and in the reply of the Allied and Associated Powers 
to the German counter-proposals, assurance is given that an attachment of terri- 
tory to Belgium shall occur 'only in case the petitions addressed by the population 
of the territory shall be sufficiently supported'.'^ In that way, it is expressly de- 
clared that the population will be asked to declare whether they desire reunion 
\dth Belgium. If to this is added the text of the Treaty which speaks of a mani- 
festation of the desire of the inhabitants to remain attached to Germany, and if it 
be considered that, in the note, above referred to, by President Glemenceau, the 
cessions of territory" to Belgium are treated in the same phrases and under the same 
terms as the cessions of territory’ to Denmark, it results that the question which is 
to be decided by vote will be; Reunion with Germany or with Belgium. This 
method of formulating the question is, moreover, the only one wffiich corresponds 
with the natural interpretation of a plebiscite w’hich it is possible to reconcile with 
practical necessities. 

I\". It has just been shown that for reasons of a juridical nature the question 
to be posed for a plebiscite must be in the sense of a decision either for Germany 
or for Belgium. There remains to be shown that this manner of formulating the 
question is also indispensable in the interest of the liberty of the vote. If, in fact, 
the inhabitants w’ere asked to declare only if they wished to remain German, 
everyone w’ho ^vould participate in the vote W’ould be considered as a protester 
and w’ouid run the risk of being treated at a disadvantage by the Belgian autho- 
rities on account of his vote. 

If, therefore, guarantees are to be given to assure a free vote not subject to any 
influence, it is necessary’, in the first place to be careful that the plebiscite question 
be formulated in the method indicated. 

The Allied and Associated Pow’ers have fully’ recognized the importance of 
guarantees for a free vote, not subject to any influence, and have made reiterated 
solemn and nonequivocal declarations in this matter. In particular, Mr. Clemen- 
ceau. President of the Council, declared in his note of June i6th that; 'The 
decision of the inhabitants must be sought under conditions in which the complete 
liberty’ of the vote is assured. There also results from the perfect comparison 
established on this subject between Belgium and Denmark that, in the opinion of 
the Allied and Associated Governments, the Eupen and Malmedy plebiscite vote 
should be conducted under the same guarantees as the Schleswig vote. A still 
greater assurance is found in the reply to the German counter-proposals in which 
it is stated : 'The Treaty provides for the consultation of the population under the 
auspices of the League of Nations.’ 

^lore clear and precise assurances could not possibly have been given. The 
Grerman Government is justified in admitting that the Allied and Associated 
Powers, at the time that these assurances w’ere given, had an absolutely definite 
plan in view’, and the Government is of the opinion that, in order to soothe the 
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population, the publication of this plan should not be longer delayed. If the 
plebiscite is to take place under the auspices of the League of Nations this method 
of procedure could not, in the opinion of the German Government, give efficacious 
results unless a Commission appointed by the League of Nations, and on v/nich 
there should not be any Belgian or German member, is constituted and s:;ven the 
authority lo take all measures which it may consider necessar\' tc assure a^free and 
untrammeled vote. In order to be free it is necessary above all that the vote be 
secret. 

With regret, the German Government is obliged to remark that the attitude 
taken up to the present time by the Belgian authorities in the Eupen and Maimedy 
districts does not coincide with the solemn assurances given by the Allied and 
Associated Powers. Numerous complaints and reclamations have reached the 
German Government from these two districts which indicate how Belgian 
authorities are at the present time attempting to impede a free and untrammeled 
vote. While refraining from presenting new documents on this subject at this 
time, the German Government restricts itself, for the time being, to bringing the 
follo\ving facts to the knowledge of the Allied and Associated Powers : promises of 
an economic order and of other natures are made to the inhabitants by the Belgian 
authorities indicating that in case they did not vote in favour of Germany they 
^vould enjoy certain advantages, for example, exoneration of war charges; 
decrease in taxes; free entry of raw materials; construction of general utility 
establishments, &c. The Belgian administrative inspector at Eupen is particularly 
active in these influence procedures. His attitude regarding the future vote is 
characterized by the following: as the German Government is able to incontest- 
ably prove, he has declared that the first person who would vote unfavourably 
would be thrown down stairs by him. In another circumstance, he declared that 
if an excessive number of persons came to vote he would close up the establishment 
and would keep several persons locked up for several days. His secretary^ in the 
presence of a high Belgian functionary, made the declaration that no vote would 
take place. Other Belgians have stated that if a vote did take place, it would only 
be for form. 

The Belgian functionaries are trying to influence the inhabitants by threats and 
by proceedings which are of a vertible [? veritable] blackmail nature. For some time, 
on occasions when the inhabitants had to address these functionaries in connexion 
with requests of some nature or other, the Belgian authorities only agreed to their 
demands in case they gave a written declaration that they accepted annexation and 
would not vote against Belgium. Facts of this nature have been brought to the 
attention of the German Government in great numbers. Declarations of this nature 
are extorted from the repatriated German soldiers in particular. In the City of Mal- 
medy, a sort of plebiscite rehearsal has been undertaken; lists called protests were 
drawn up in which all persons who wished to vote for Germany figured. The 
registration of this decision was made in the presence of a Belgian officer, who 
warned the people that whoever voted for Germany would have to leave the country 
within a very short time. In other cases on the Belgian side those who would vote 
for Germany were threatened with expulsion, a threat which naturally has a 
powerful influence on the inhabitants living on their lands and properties. 
Consequently, even in the most enlightened circles the opinion is current that 
whoever votes for Germany would at the same time opt for Germany. This 
erroneous conception was intentionally encouraged from the Belgian side, as it was 
affirmed to the inhabitants that the vote and the option was [jzV] the same thing, 
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akholish, ir* Ar:icle 37 cf :he Peace Treaiy\ the right of option is treated separately 
and h'ls abs-liitelv no connexion vdth the vote. Furthermore, from the Belgian 
side. iris pretended that the vote shall be public and that whoever may vote for 
German” m;:at make a complete exposition of the motives actuating his vote. 
Although the 3e:i?ian functionaries have, concerning the abuse of power which has 
been manv Hrjits described, declared that they were acting on orders received 
from Brussels, the German Government does not wdsh to believe that these 
functionaries act tn accord ^vith me Belgian Government. The German Govern- 
ment awaits, hoping that the Belgian Government will immediately put a stop 
to the machinations of its representatives, machinations which intimidate the 
population and invite errors. 

The best means for preventing a renewal of these regrettable acts is, in the 
Gpinion c: the German Government, to have immediate light shed on all the points 
above referred to and which are constituted by the existing doubtful questions of 
the plebiscite. The German Government, consequently, requests the Allied and 
Associated Powers to give them a prompt declaration on these points. 

Accept, &c. 

Baron von Lersner. 


Appendix C to No. 16 


Xcte frc7n the Belgian Delegation 


From : The Belgian Delegation 


dated October 14^ 19^9^ relative to Eupen and 
Malmedy 

PARIS, October 14^ 1919. 


To; Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

Pursuant to the communication from the General Secretariat of the Peace 
Conference under date of October 1 1, and after having duly noted the note No. 28 
from the German Delegation dated October 5 [tir], concerning the Eupen and 
Malmedy territories, the General Secretary' of the Belgian Delegation has the 
honour to expose herewith the views of the Government of the King concerning 
Article 34 paragraph 2 of the Treaty of Versailles. 

The German note of October 5 [.yir] tends to admit the organization of a 
plebiscite in the districts of Eupen and !Malmedy under certain conditions which 
are judged commendable, and with a view to determining if these territories shall 
be finally attributed to Germany or to Belgium. 

Now, the entire question of the final attribution of these territories and of the 
inten-ention in this settlement of the vote of the population is wholly regulated by 
the above cited provision (Article 34, alinea 2) drawn up as follows: 

‘‘During the six months which shall follow the entry into force of the Treaty, 
voting booths shall be opened by Belgian authority in Eupen and Malmedy and 
the inhabitants of the said territories shall have the opportunity to express in 
writing their desire to have all or a part of these territories maintained under 
German sovereignty.’® 

And the third and last alinea of Article 34 adds: ‘The Belgian Government shall 
be expected to inform the League of Nations, whose decision Belgium agrees to 
* The quotation is in the sense, but not the words, of the treaty. 
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accept, of the result of this popular consultation in Rnghsh; ''public expression of 
opinion”)/® 

This text appears sufficiently clear in itself to require no further comment, and 
if, in the \news of the German Delegation, it seems necessary' to interpret and com- 
plete it, it is wholly because that Delegation admits a pTiovi that the plebiscite 
question is analogous to the plebiscite w^hich shall take place in the Saar Basin and 
Upper Silesia, in Eastern Prussia and in Schleswig, the conditions of which were 
minutely defined in the special provisions of the Treaty' concerning them. 

By admitting this plebiscite procedure concerning Eupen and Malmedy, the 
German note tends, naturally, to take into no account alinea [? 2] of Article 34 of 
the Treaty, which regulates the question and which in no wise provides for a 
plebiscite. 

In the first part of the German note, it is therefore proposed to define the attri- 
bution of a pretended right of vote ‘as resolving the question in the same manner 
as for the other territories submitted to a plebiscite’. But in such an event it w'ould 
be necessary to commence by establishing, contrary* to Article 34, that the terri- 
tories of Eupen and Malmedy'* shall be the object of a plebiscite. 

Part 2 of the note tends further to substitute for the two registers opened in 
Eupen and Malmedy, as indicated in Article 34, a system of voting by communes. 

Continuing to deviate from the ver>' clear text of Article 34, w'hich gives each 
inhabitant of the districts of Eupen and Malmedy the opportunity to express iheir 
desire to see all or part of the district in w'hich he lives maintained under German 
sovereignty-, Part 3 of the note proposes that the vote be based on a question thus 
put : ‘Reunion wdth Germany or wdth Belgium’. 

Finally, the 4th part of the German note ends by stating that the plebiscite 
should take place under the auspices of the League of Nations. The League is to 
name a commission ‘in which there should be neither Germans nor Belgians’ and 
W'hich w'ould organize a free and secret vote. 

Thus, under an appearance of juridical argument, the note from the German 
Delegation ends by completely changing the sense, although very clear and simple, 
of the provision stipulated in alinea 2 of Article 34 of the Treaty. 

Article 34 states that registers shall be opened by Belgian authority at Eupen 
and !Malmedy' and that the inhabitants shall have the opportunity to express in 
w'riting w'hether they desire to see aU or a part of these territories maintained under 
German authority. And, in place of these open registers in the two principal 
towns, the German Delegation offers to substitute a sy^stem of voting by communes, 
a sort of a plebiscite according to w'hich the inhabitants would be invited to choose 
between Belgium and Germany, and finally, although Article 34 expressly states 
that the registers shall be opened by Belgian authority^ and further states that it 
appertains to the Belgian Government to bring the result of this popular expression to 
the knowiedge of the League of Nations, w^hich is not called to intervene in any 
matter up to this time, the system of the German Note consists in prescribing a 
plebiscite and of confiding its organization to the League of Nations. 

It is clearly evident that this series of considerations developed in the German 
note amounts only to a wish to substitute for the prescriptions of Article 34, 
alineas 2 and 3 of the Treaty of Versailles, a plebiscite system w^hich is in no wise 
provided for in the Peace Treaty', at least as far as the territories of Eupen and 
Malmedy are concerned, and which can only be based on an idea of preference 
for the German Government. 

It cannot be assumed for an instant that the representatives of the Governments 
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v:hn drafted Article 34 wished to organize for Eupen and Malmedy a plebiscite 
system simiiar to that which was instituted for the Saar Basin, Upper Silesia, 
Eastern Prassia and Schleswig, and which, being clearly defined concerning these 
tendtories, ’x&s not denned in the same manner concerning the territories of Eupen 
and ISIalmedy. Since such is the case, it is e\ddent that it was intentional. 

In due time and place, the Belgian authorities shall not fail to comply with 
Article 34, alinea 2 of the Treat}* of \’ersailles, by opening at Eupen and Malmedy 
registers by which the inhabitants of these territories shall have the opportunity 
to express by writing, -whether they desire to see all or a part of these territories 
maintained under German authority. Furthermore, the Belgian Government shall 
iniorm the League of Nations, -^vhose decision Belgium has agreed to accept, of 
the results of this expression of opinion. 

It shall be, therefore, the Belgian Government which shall act, itself and alone, 
by permitting the inhabitants -who may be hostile or unfavourable to her to express 
themselves freely, and the League of Nations shall not intervene until later to 
study the value of these oppositions and the action to be taken concerning them. 

By instituting this system of popular expression, the Allied and Associated 
Powers expressed their confidence in the loyalty* of Belgium. The German Govern- 
ment, in reality, is attempting to influence the Powers, by false interpretations, to 
substantially modify the system established in formal terms by Article 34 of the 
Treaty of Versailles. 

AVith e\*ident intent to influence the Supreme Interallied Council, the German 
note concludes the considerations of a juridical order which have just been 
analysed with a certain number of criticisms and accusations relative to the attitude 
of the Belgian authorities in the districts of Eupen and Malmedy. 

Two other notes bearing the respective dates of October 6 (No. 30) and 
October 1 1 ;No. 32; have arrived containing new accusations. The latter refers 
directly to Lieut. General Michel, Commander-in-Chief of the Belgian troops in 
occupied German territory, who is accused of having issued a measure of expulsion 
regarding certain individuals who e\udenced a spirit of open hostility against 
Belgian occupation. A detailed report concerning these acts is requested from the 
Belgian authorities in occupied territory. 

In the name of the Belgian Delegation, 
Secretary General. 

P.O. Signed: Guillaume. 
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No. 17 


H. D. 87 .] ^\ofes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai dD^saj, Paris, on Saturdaj, 
J\di'ernber 8^ 19 ig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire \ Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xorman. 

France'. M. Clemenceau, !M. Pichon; secretaries. M. Dulasra, 
Berthelot, '\1. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo, 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, ^I. Kawai. 

Joint Secretarl^t: 6 ".^.^.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 
G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigii. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : General Bliss. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Mr. Forbes- Adam. 

France: M. Gout, General Bunoust. 

Italy: M. Galli, Commandant ^Mazzolini, Prince Boncompagni. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

1. Sir Eyre Crowe stated that in the next to the last meeting the Council 
Rectification of had had to pass upon a proposal made by General \\^alch 
Proces-Verbal H. D. on behalf of General Nollet. He had understood that it was 

Minutes ^ question of lading upon Germany the payment of the 
salaries of all the personnel of Military Commissions of Control in Germany. 
That proposition conformed to the point of maintained by the British 
Government, He read, however, in the proces-verbal, that Germany was only 
being charged with the payment of the salaries of personnel not belonging 
to the regular military^ forces, that is to say, the civilian personnel. There was 
no Chilian personnel in these Commissions, or at least among the military’^ 
members there were many who were Chilian technical experts put on the 
footing of officers. 

M. Clemenceau thought that Sir Eyre Crowe’s rectification called for no 
objection. 

(It -was decided: 

to modify resolution No. 3 of H. d. so as to read as follows : Tt was 
decided that the payment of the salaries of the personnel of the Military 
Commissions of Control in Germany should be assumed by Germany.’) 

2. M. Clemenceau pointed out that the agenda brought up the discussion 

Report of the Commis- of the report of the Commission of Investigation in Smyrna 
sion of Investigation (see Appendix A). M. \''^enizelos had asked to be heard. 
in Smyrna It seemed to him that there were two questions to be asked 

of M. \'’enizelos. First, he should explain the massacres of which the Greek 

* No. 15 . 
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troops %v ere accused. Moreover, he himself was much struck by reading in 
the Commission’s report that the Greeks would not be able to maintain 
themsel'vss in Sm^Tna bv their ow'n efforts. The Greeks had been sent to 
Smvma on the clear understanding that their occupation should not be 
taken as equivalent to a definite attribution of territory to them. He noted 
that the Greeks had gone beyond the limits of the Sandjak of Smyrna without 
the permission of the Council and had done so upon a telegram from 
M. Vcnizelos. He thought that it was necessary" to remind them that the 
Turkish question was not setded and to ask them to state definitely if they 
could maintain themselves at Smyrna by their own efforts. The information 
received indicated that in many respects the conduct of the Greeks had been 
abominable, and that Turkey would never accept, unless obliged to by force, 
Greek occupation, or, to a certain extent, Italian occupation. As far as the 
Greeks were concerned, he thought this information was correct. The 
question would not have arisen if the Greek occupation had not given rise to 
certain incidents. It was not the Council’s fault if the question had to be 
raised. The Turkish problem was not setded. He felt that the Council would 
be more and more led to respecting the integrity of Turkish territory; under 
these circumstances it would be well to warn the Greeks that they should not 
behave as conquerors of Asia ^Cnor. 

M. DE ^La.rtino wished to associate himself with what M. Clemenceau 
had just said: the nulitar>' occupations in Asia Minor were clearly only pro- 
visional and should in no way prejudice the final settlement of the Turkish 
question. This question could not be divorced from the more general 
question of the fate of the territories of the former Ottoman Empire which 
was of interest to all Mediterranean powers. Italian opinion was clearly 
favourable to the principle of respecting the integrity of these territories. 
Moreover, he wished to point out that the relations between the Italian 
troops and the Turkish popidation in Anatolia were excellent and that no 
conflicts had taken place between them; on the contrary, on many occasions 
the local populations and authorities had indulged in manifestations of 
gratitude. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that the Council was entering upon a basic discussion 
of Greek occupation. He thought that the conclusions of the Commission 
went beyond the instructions received by it. The Commission had been 
formed, at the request of M. Venizelos himself, to investigate the massacres. 
Its report treated, in general terms, the whole problem of Greek occupation, 
and also questioned the decisions of the Supreme Council. \Vhat would 
happen if the Council, as the report suggested, asked the Greeks to leave 
Smyrna? Would they be replaced by Turks or was an Inter- Allied occupa- 
tion contemplated? The affair of the Vilayet of Aidin had just shown how 
difiicult of realization such an occupation was the French Government had 
felt it impossible to send a battalion and, under these conditions, the British 
Government had not felt that it could assume this burden. If Inter-Allied 
occupation was impossible could the Council reaUy think of allowing the 
* See Vol. I, No. 70, minute 9, and in the present volume No. 18, minute 4. 
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Greeks to retire when there was no one to replace them? Could it possihlv 
think of evacuating the country' before peace had even been concluded? 

M. Glemenceau thought it clearly could not. He felt, ^vith Sir E\Te Crowe, 
that it was impossible at the mom.ent to ask the Greeks to retire but it would 
perhaps be well to have some officers on the spot who could inform the 
Council as to the situation at Smyrna. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Greeks unfortunately claimed that 
many of the difficulties arose from the fact that they did not have complete 
authority in that region. In any case it seemed impossible to agree with the 
conclusions of the Commission which proposed a regime under which the 
Greeks might perhaps occupy but the Turks would govern. Rather than 
create an organ of supervision it would be better to give the Greeks greater 
liberty' of action and at the same time a larger and more definite share of 
responsibility. 

AI. Clemenceau observed that the danger was that the Greeks would ta fe *- 
too much latitude. 

Mr. Polk wished to know what the attitude of the Council was. It 
seemed to him that there was some thought of rejecting the conclusions of the 
report now before it. He was not so inclined. The Commission had thought 
its mission was to establish the responsibility for the events at Smyrna ; it had 
pointed out these responsibilities as it saw them and had not hesitated to 
question the acts of the Council itself. The report contained serious matters. 
Did tlie Council intend or not to take them into consideration? For instance, 
paragraph 37 of the report^ pointed out that M. Venizelos himself had 
ordered the reoccupation of Aidin without taking the Entente into considera- 
tion. He felt that it was impossible not to repose confidence in the investi- 
gators whom the Council had chosen, or else another Commission should be 
sent. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the order given by M. Venizelos had 
already been discussed by the Council of Four. 

M. DE Martino felt that it was impossible not to discuss the report inas- 
much as it emanated from a Commission set up by the Supreme Council. 

M. Clemenceau said that the report would be discussed after M. Venizelos 
had been heard. (At this point M. Venizelos entered the room.) 

M. Venizelos hoped that the Council would permit him to give a brief 
historical summary of the conditions under which the investigation had been 
conducted; he felt that this recapitulation would show that he had good 
reason to ask that this investigation should be considered null and void and 
that Jinother investigation should take place. On the i8th of July, after he 
had asked the British Government, as a result of a question which had been 
put in the House of Commons, to send an investigating officer to Smyrna, 
the Supreme Cotmcil had decided to create a Commission of Investigation.^ 
No Greek officer sat on that Commission. He had protested to the President 
of the Conference and had received the reply that a Greek representative 

3 Paragraph 37 of document 3 in appendix A. 

See Vol. I, No. 15, minute 4. 
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should follow the v. ork of the Commission.s On August 22nd he had been 
obliged to inform the Supreme Council that his representative. Colonel 
!vlj?2arak:5, v.rs not allowed to be present at the taking of testimony, under 
the pretext that his presence might intimidate certain witnesses. The Gom- 
irission had declared that it would confine itself to communicating the 
depositions to him. He, M. ^"enizeios, had protested against that decision, 
which ’was contrary' to elementary rules of justice. Later on the Commission 
had made it knowm that the Greek representath^e would be put upon the 
same footing as the Turkish representative who was permitted to follow its 
v/ork. Such similar treatment, offensive to an Allied people, forced him to 
protest. On the 14th of September he had again been obliged to protest 
because the Commission had refused to call the witnesses ^vhich the Greek 
Delegate had proposed should be heard, and because it had refused to com- 
municate to Colonel Mazarakis the testimony which had been taken. The 
President of the Conference had replied to him that the Greek Delegate was 
not entitled to insist on being present at all deliberations of the Commission, 
but that the minutes, including the hearings of witnesses, would be delivered 
to Colonel Mazarakis who could then present his observ^ations thereon to the 
Commission before the latter reached its conclusions. Nevertheless the Com- 
mission had not wished to communicate to the Greek Delegate the deposi- 
tions made before it on the pretext that secrecy had been promised certain 
witnesses. In so acting it had \ioIated the most elementary principles of 
justice and it put, unintentionally doubtless, a positive premium upon false 
testimony. He had addressed himself to the Conference which had answ^ered 
that it could not go behind a promise given by the Commission. ^ He wished 
to press this point upon the Council; an investigation conducted under such 
conditions could not be trustworthy. It was impossible thus to pass judgment 
upon the honour of an army ^nthout having given that army the means of 
defending itself. He felt that he was entitled to satisfaction, since it was a 
question of a State w'hich had always been faithful to its alliances and friend- 
ships, and since this request w’as formulated by a representative of that State 
who had ahvays borne himself loyally towards the Conference. 

AI. Clemenceau asked if General Bunoust had any remarks to make as to 
the materiality of the facts in question. 

General Bunoust said that he did have some remarks to make. The Com- 
mission had never decided to communicate the depositions taken; it had 
unanimously decided that the depositions would lack sincerity if the Greek 
representatives had to be informed of them. The Turks would not have 
opened their mouths in the presence of a Greek officer. In spite of that pre- 
:aution the Commission had sometimes had difficulty in finding witnesses; 
:hus at Aidin no Turkish witnesses had been found. When the Supreme 
.-.ouncil s telegram of September 3oth^ reached the Commission it had not 
y’et ended its labours ; it had only concluded the summary of the established 

5 See VoL I, No. 16, minute 5. 

® For the foregoing summary of the sequence of events cf. Vol. I, No. 68, minute 6, and 
a the present volume No. i, minute 3. 
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facts and it had transmitted this in full to Colonel Mazarakis. Colonel 
Mazarakis had presented observ’ations on this subject tvhich the Comnussior. 
had taken into account on one point.^ 

M. Clemenceau asked whether, after the Commission had received the 
telegram of September 30th, it had taken depositions which it had not com- 
municated to M. Venizelos’ representative. 

General Bunoust thought that the Commission might, after that date, 
have taken the second deposition of Colonel Smith.® 

hi. Venizelos did not wish to insist upon that point. Ke felt, however, 
that he might say, without offending anyone, that chdl investigators would 
have been more anxious not to \dolate cardinal principles of justice, and that 
thev would not, for instance, have allowed witnesses to be heard without 
being swOTn. At Aidin the Commission might well have taken non-Turkish 
testimony and have been satisfied therewith. He felt finally that he might 
remark that the procedure adopted inevitably exposed the investigators to 
the danger of being carried away by false depositions and reaching unjust or 
inaccurate conclusions. The animosity between Turks and Greeks was an 
incontestable fact; moreover, it was certain that many Europeans in Smyrna 
preferred the continuance of the Turkish regime which, \\dth respect to 
strangers, was a regime of special privileges, rather than the establishment of 
the Greek regime, which was a regime of equality. 

M. Clemenceau asked if M. Venizelos did not intend to discuss the facts 
brought out in the report. 

M. Venizelos said that he did not want to discuss conclusions based on 
testimony which had not been brought to the knowledge of the Greek repre- 
sentative. 

M. Clemenceau observed that it was a serious matter to make such a reply. 
The Council had expected from M. Venizelos precise answ'ers on questions 
of fact. As head of the Government he must know if the alleged facts had 
really happened. He was astonished that M. Venizelos did not wish to 
discuss them. 

M. Venizelos recognized that there had been excesses but he thought that 
they were readily to be e.xplained. He admitted equally that the conditions 
under which the debarkation took place created an administrative responsi- 
bility of the Greek Command. The Greek Government moreover had in- 
flicted heavy penalties. But the Council could not forget that the day before 
the occupation the Turkish population had assembled, and that protests 
against the occupation had been posted up. 

General Bunoust said that these posters were not appeals to resistance. 
The Turks were only asked to assemble in order to prove that the Turkish 
element was in the majority; the crowd of Turks, moreover, was not armed. 

M. Venizelos observed that in any event there was a tendency to resis- 
tance, inasmuch as the day before civil prisoners had been released. 

General Bunoust explained that they had only been released during the 

^ See documents 4 and 5 in appendix A below. 

* Cf. paragraph 2 1 of document 3 in appendix A below. 
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night preceding the debarkation. The Commission’s report, moreover, had 
recognized the responsibilit}’ of the Turkish Governor in these circumstances. 

M, \"zxiZELOs added that stores of arms had been looted by the crowd. 
Under these conditions the debarkation took place. The officer commanding 
the Greek troops had been guilty of imprudence. The Council knew how 
gunshots, coming from parts unknown, had provoked a reply on the part of 
the Greek troops. A panic followed and that was the beginning of the 
excesses. He thought he ought to point out that the next day or the day after 
a court-manial had been organized, that in the first five days of its sitting 
this court-martial had condemned three Greeks to death, one of them being 
a looting soldier, and that it had totalled seventy-four convictions, of which 
forty-eight were of Greeks. Nothing more could be asked of the most civilized 
countr.’. As for the massacre of the prisoners who were being led on board 
vessels in the harbour, ^ Colonel Mazarakis’ investigation, which had resulted 
in severe condemnation of the Lieutenant commanding the escort, had 
established that the excesses of which the prisoners had been the victims were 
largely due to the crowd, and that only about twenty prisoners had been 
killed. In any event, forty-eight hours after the debarkation of the troops, 
order had been reestablished. He wished to ask General Bunoust if since 
that time the city had not been perfectly calm. 

General Bunoust replied that such was the case. 

\ ENiZELOs stated that Colonel Mazarakis did not agree with the Com- 
mission on the affair of Menemen.io According to the Colonel, a Greek 
battalion which had evacuated Pergamum, after having suffered serious 
losses, while entering Menemen had been attacked by Turkish fanatics. 
This attack had provoked excesses. The Commission, which did not con- 
sider that Turkish aggression had been established as a fact, had certainly 
been led into error by the witnesses which it had heard; it spoke of three 
hundred Turks killed; according to his information, only twenty had been 
killed. It was e\ident that on this point an investigation in the nature of a 
cross-examination would have been suitable. 

General Bunoust observ’^ed that the Commission had attached very little 
importance to the figures furnished it; it was perfectly aware of their inexact- 
ness. In any event it had not based its conclusions on a Turkish report, 
according to which one thousand were killed, but on an investigation made 
the day after the uprising by a French officer. 

IM. Venizelos stated that in the affair of Nazli^' the fault lay wdth the 
Greek officer who, threatened with attack, thought he could evacuate the 
town prior to the time ordered by the English Admiral. In any event, in that 
affair, it was the Greeks who had suffered most. As for Aidin,^- he maintained 
’ See paragraph 13 of document 3 in appendix A below, 
below paragraphs 41-3 of document 3 and paragraph 12 of document 5 in appendix A 

below paragraphs 27-30 of document 3 and paragraph 9 of document 5 in appendix A 

below ^ paragraphs 32—7 of document 3 and paragraph 10 of document 5 in appendix A 
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that twenty-five hundred Greeks perished and that the number of Turkish 
\actinis was far less. 

General Bunoust explained that the Commission had relied upon a 
French investigation, according to which there were reported to be about 
twenty-five hundred Greek victims and fifteen hundred Turkish- The 
estimation of the number of Turkish dead was moreover difficult on account 
of the exodus of the population. 

M. Venizelos acknowledged that Aidin, occupied by the Greeks and then 
evacuated, had been re-occupied on an order given by him, which order had 
had unfortunate results. He wished to give the reasons which had caused him 
to issue that order. The Greeks were in a state of war with the Turks. If the 
Turks could boast of having expelled the Greeks from Aidin, their situation at 
Smyrna would have become impossible; therefore he had given the order to 
re-occupy the town. Moreover, he had informed the Council of what he \vas 
doing. Already, prior to that time, he had instructed the Greek military 
authorities not to hesitate, in the event of attack by Turkish bands, to go 
beyond the limits of the zone of occupation in order to break up centres of 
hostile resistance. In any event these incontestable facts remained: the Greek 
section of Aidin was entirely destroyed, twenty-five hundred out of eight 
thousand Greeks had perished, the Greek element formed the richest and the 
most civilized part of the population, and it was the Greeks who had suffered 
most. He regretted that the procedure adopted by the Commission had 
not allowed the Turkish losses to be ascertained. Finally, he felt obliged to 
protest against the passage of the Commission’s report which repeated an 
accusation of the Sheik-ul-Islam to the effect that the Greek Red Cross had 
introduced arras into Smyrna. 

General Bunoust observed that the Commission had not considered this 
accusation well founded. 

M. Venizelos said that it was true that prior to the Greek occupation the 
Greek Sanitary Officer had insisted that the boxes of the Red Cross which 
were unloaded at the customs be not inspected, and that the Turkish 
Governor had consented thereto; but he could not allow the Greek Red 
Cross to remain under the shadow of suspicion. The Sheik-ul-Islam also 
pretended that the Greeks had taken advantage of their occupation to bring 
about an influx of Grecian population in those regions.’^ That was entirely 
false; since the events of May, 1914,*+ there had been in Greece 300,000 
refugees from Asia Minor. He had ordered them to be repatriated, but it 
had been pointed out to him that the dwellings they had left were being 
inhabited by Turks whose lodging would have to be ensured, and that the 
question was a delicate one. Under those circumstances the repatriation had 
been postponed. There had only been isolated cases of repatriation and he 
did not think that there were more than 5,000 or 6,000 persons who had 
returned. He felt sure that the excesses, which he deplored, had not gone 

•3 See Vol. I, No. 14, appendix A. . , 

At that time the Greek population in Asia Minor had been subjected to hostile Turkish 
treatment and eviction. Cf. paragraph i of document 3 in appendix A below. 
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be}’ond wl:a: should have been expected under analogous circumstances on 
the par: of an\* army. The affair had certainly been exaggerated; moreover 
General Buncust did not deny that severe punishment had been meted out 
tO' those found guiln*. The Greek army had not deserv^ed ill of its Allies and 
iLe Greeks had ensured the maintenance of order. If certain fugitive Turks 
L*xd not returned to Smyrna that fact could be attributed to the pressure 
brought lo bear on them by the Turks in the interior. 

&EXER.\L Buxoust remarked that it was quite possible. 

M. Clemenxeau asked what was the importance of the Turkish bands with 
t-d'cm the Greeks had to deal. 

General Bunoust said that the Commissioners had spent a day with these 
bands; they did not seem to have great cohesion and they had no offensive 
capacity. The Xationaiist movement^ however, w^as a serious matter and it 
could arrest all militan.^ progress in Asia Alinor unless an operation on a 
large scale should be decided upon. 

M. \"exizelos said that there was no question of that. 

M. Clemengeau obser\xd that that, however, was just what M. Venizelos 
had done. Greece had had a Mandate from the Conference and had not kept 
within the limits of that Mandate. Some members of the Council were 
wondering what would happen if the Turkish attacks should increase in 
severity. Couid Greece, without the support of her Allies, make the necessary 
military' and financial effort until such time as the country should be com- 
pletely pacified? That was the troublesome point. 

M. \^ENizELOs replied that certainly the longer the question w'as dragged 
out the more financial difficulties would increase for a small country such as 
Greece. She had an army of 12 dmsions of 325,000 men; an army stronger 
than it was at the time of the Armistice. He felt assured that if the Conference 
should charge Greece wth the task of defeating Turkey she would be able to 
do so. 

Clemengeau said that he had put the question the other way. 

M. Venizelos said that with 1 2 divisions he had nothing to fear. Mustapha 
Kemal only had 7O3O00 men. It was e\ddent that if the present situation was 
unduly prolonged Greece would have financial difficulties, but he hoped 
that would not be the case. 

M. Clemenceau thanked M. Venizelos in the name of the Council for his 
presentation of the case. (At this point M. Venizelos left the room.) 

M. Clemenceau suggested that the discussion be postponed until the 
following Monday. (This was agreed to.) 

'^The meeting then adjourned). 

Hotel de Crillon^ Paris, 

November 5 , jgig. 


November 10, 1919. 
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Appendix A to No. 17 

Commission Intcrallice d'Enquiie stir V Occupation gr€cq:;e dc Smvnit c: ccs 

Territoires adjace?iis 

Document i 

Lettre Envoi au President de la Coriference de la Faixr^ 

CONSTANTINOPLE, le cctobrc 

Nous avons Thonneur de vous adresser le dossier renfermant tous les documents 
relatifs a Tenquete faite en Asie-Mineure en execution de votre decision du 22 juillet 

1919-" 

En plus des proces-verbaux des seances et leurs annexes parmi lesquelies se trou- 
vent in extenso les depositions des temoins,^^ le dossier comprend, conformement aux 
instructions donnees par votre telegramme du 26 juillet:^® 

1° Un expose des faits surv’enus depuis roccupation.^® 

En suivant le plus possible Tordre chronologique, cet expose presente tous les fails 
qui nous ont semble avoir eu une repercussion sur les evenements et en particuHer 
ceux qui sont relates dans la plainte adressee par le Cheik-ul-Islam a la Conference 
de la paix.^^ 

A cet expose est annexe le rapport etabli par le Colonel designe par le Gouverne- 
ment heUenique pour suivre les travaux de la Commission. 

Cet officier superieur a re^u communication de Texpose des fairs etablis, mais 
nous n’ avons pas cru devoir lui communiquer les chapitres des responsabilites et 
des conclusions, estimant que cette maniere de faire etait conforme a I’esprit de vos 
instructions du 22 et 26 juillet susvisees. 

Ainsi que nous Tavons fait connaitre par la reponse a votre decision du 30 sep- 
tembre^ qui vous a ete transmise le 3 octobre par Tintermediaire de Jvlonsieur le 
Haut Commissaire fran^ais en Orient, nous n’ avons pas cru pouvoir, sans manquer 
a nos engagements d’honneur, communiquer au representant heUenique les 
depositions des temoins qui ont ete faites sous promesse de secret. 

2° Un chapitre relatif a Fetablissement des responsabilites;^^ 

3*^ Les conclusions presentees par la Gommission.^^ 

Ces conclusions ont ete adoptees a Tunanimite des voix. 

Les membres de la Commission : 

R. H. Hare, Bunoust, A. Dall’ Olio, Mark Bristol. 

Document 2 

Historique de la Commission Inter alliie d^Enquete sur V Occupation grecque de Smyrne 

et Territoires adjacents 

La Commission d’enquete a ete creee a la suite de la plainte adressee par le 
Gheikh-ul-Islam a la Conference de la Paix en date du 15 juillet. 

In the original this document was preceded by a table of contents enumerating the 
documents contained in this appendix. 

Not included in file copy of this appendix. 

See VoL I, No. 17, minute 12. 

Document 3 below. Document 5 below. 

Document 6 below. “ Document 8 below. 
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Elie a etc coraposec des Membres suii^ants: 

P'^m VAmcrif^e: Contre-Amirai Bristol; 

Pd 717 la Frar.ce: General de Brigade Bunoust; 

P'Ar I'Arfetcrre: General de Brigade Hars [Hare]; 

P-nT ’’Falk: Lieut-General DalF Olio. 

A ete nomme Secretaire general, le Lieutenant Luigi \’illari. Les autres ofEciers 
atraches a la Commission sont les suivants : 

Fcur les £tats-Unis d'Amerique: Lieutenant Dunn, Lieutenant Stewart (remplace 
plus tard par !e Lieutenant Jones}, M. Caessbrough (interprete de turc); 

Fcur France: Lieutenant Rumerchene, Sous-Lieutenant Vitalis (interprete de 
grec , et Sous-Lieutenant Dugoureq; 

Four VEmcire Britannique : Commandant Thomson (interprete de turc), Capitaine 
Harris et Lieutenant Higham (pendant le sejour de la Commission en Asie 
Mineure^ . 

Four ritalie: Lieutenant \’illari et Lieutenant de Bosis. 

Elie a tenu sa premiere seance a TAmbassade d'ltalie a Constantinople le 12 
aout. A cette occasion il fut decide a Tunanimite que la presidence serait tenue a 
tour de role par chaque membre de la Commission, que si deux seances avaient 
lieu le meme jour, elles seraient presidees par le meme Cqmmissaire, et que chaque 
seance a Constantinople ait lieu a I'Ambassade de Tfitat auquel appartient le 
president du jour. 

Six s^nces furent tenues a Constantinople, la derniere le 19 aout. La Commis- 
sion s'est ensuite rendue a Sm>Tne ou elle s’est reunie pour la premiere fois le 23 
aout a Fecoie Sultanieh, mise a sa disposition par les autorites ottomanes. Elle a 
tenu douze seances a Sm\Tne, la derniere fla dix-huitieme) le 5 septembre. 

Le 6 septembre elle est partie pour Aidin ou elle est restee jusqu’au 12 de ce 
mois. Trois seances ont eu lieu a Aidin meme; le 10 septembre elle s’est rendue a 
Girova dans la zone italienne pour entendre les depositions des refugies turcs 
d’ Aidin, le 1 1 a Mazli [Nazli] dans la zone occupee par les forces du mouvement 
national turc, ou elie a interroge entre autres, des refugies grecs egalement d’Aidin. 

Le 12 la Commission est rentree a Sm\Tne ou elle a tenue encore neuf seances; 
quatre autres ont ete tenues respectivement a Odemisch, a Menemen, a Magnesie 
et a Aivaii. La derniere seance a Smyme (la 35®) a ete tenue le 26 septembre. La 
Commission apres avoir termine I’audition des temoins, a Texception de quelques- 
uns qui se trouvaient a Constantinople, est rentree dans cette ville ou elle s’est 
reunie en seance pour la 36® fois le octobre. Encore onze seances y ont ete 
tenues, dont la derniere le 15 octobre. 

En tout les seances ont ete 46. 

Le nombre des temoins entendus est de 175 appartenant a toutes les national! tes 
et a toutes les categories sociales. 

Le dossier est compose de la facon suivante: 

A chaque seance les depositions des temoins, les deliberations de la Commission 
et dans les cas les plus importants aussi leurs discussions ont ete reproduites. Un 
court resume du proces-verbal, avec indications des questions discutees ou decidees 
et les noms des temoins interroges, y est annexe, ainsi que les lettres, rapports et 
autres documents se rapportant specialement a la seance en question. 

Les autres documents sont reunis dans un dossier special. 

Le rapport final de la Commission consiste en trois parties : 

d\ Les fails etablis qui forment un expose chronologique des evenements dont la 
Commission s’est occupee; 
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b) L’expose des responsabilites qui, de Tavis de la Commissionj re5;ihent des 
faits etablis, et 

c) Les conclusions et recommandations que la Gommissicn a cru utile de pro- 
poser dans le but de remedier aux inconvenients constates dans la situation du pays. 

Le secretaire gentyal, 
Lieutexaxt Luigi \’iLLARE. 


Document 3 

1 . Expose des Faits survenus depuis VOccupation qui ont ete itablis au cours de 
VEnquete entre le 12 aout et le 6 octobre igig. 

CONSTANTINOPLE, le j octobre igig. 

I . — Depuis Farmistice la securite des chretiens n’etait pas menacee dans le 
vilayet d’Aidin. 

Les populations Hellenes avaient ete incontestablement persecutees en 1914 et au 
cours de la guerre et traitees sans aucune bienveiliance pendant les premiers mois 
qui suivirent rarmistice, par le \’'ali Noureddin pacha; mais depuis Tentree en 
fonction du Vali actuel Izzet bey tous les habitants, sans distinction de races, 
etaient traites avec impartialite. 

Malgre la presence de quelques bandes de brigands dans la region on pent 
affirmer que le calme etaient revenu. 

Les craintes de massacres de chretiens n’etaient pas justifiees. Des enquetes 
prouvent que les proclamations appelant les musulmans au massacre des Grecs qui, 
quelques semaines avant le debarquement, sont tombees entre les mains des 
autorit& grecques et ont ete envoyees a Athenes n’ont pas ete ecrites par les oflSciers 
de gendarmerie turque dont les signatures figurent sur ces pieces. Ces pieces ne 
sont pas certainement authentiques. 

N® 2. — Les conditions de securite dans le vilayet d’Aidin et a Sm>Tne en parti- 
culier ne justifiaient point Foccupation des forts de Smyrne par application de 
Farticle 7 des clauses de Farmistice,^^ (Voir au proces-verbal de la frente-septieme 
seance, les reser\’'es faites a ce sujet par le General Representant italien^^). 

La situation interieure du vilayet ne motivait pas davantage le debarquement de 
troupes alliees a Smyme. 

Au contraire, depuis le debarquement des Grecs, la situation est troublee a cause 
de Fetat de guerre existant entre les troupes gi'ecques et les irreguliers turcs. 

N® 3. — Les forts de Smyrne furent occupfe le 14 mai 1919 par des forces alliees 
britannique, frangaise, italienne et grecque, sur Fordre de Famiral Calthorpe, de la 
marine de Sa Majeste britannique, Fun des Hauts Commissaires allies en Turquie 
pour Fexecution des termes de Farmistice. L’ordre d’occupation portait qu’elle se 
faisait en execution de Farticle 7 de Farmistice entre la Turquie et les Puissances 
alliees.-^ 

4. — Dans la nuit du 14 au 15 mai, a la suite de proclamation, un rassemble- 
ment de plusieurs milliers de Turcs a eu lieu dans le quartier turc du cote du cime- 
tiere juif, mais ce rassemblement n’avait pas pour objet d’organiser la resistance par 

*3 Article 7 of the Armistice of Port Mudros provided that: ‘The Allies have the right to 
occupy any strategic points in the event of a situation arising which threatens the security 
of the Allies.’ (Cf, British and Foreign State Papers (igiy-rgiS), vol. cxi, p. 612.) 

24 Document 7 below. 
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la force au debarquement des Grecs. Son but etait de prouver la majorite et la 
predon:inance des habiiants uircs sur les elements etrangers. 

Xo 5. — L'occupation de Sm>Tne par les troupes grecques fut ordonnee par la 
Conference de la Paixr^ Les ordres pour Toccupation furent donnes par TAmiral 
Cahhorpe, representant cette Conference. 

La de Smp'ne fiit occupee le 15 mai 1919 par les forces grecques, assistees 
des forces navaies de I’Amerique, Grande-Bretagne, France, Grece et Italie. 

Les forces navaies britanniques, francaises, italiennes et americaines debar- 
auerent de petits contingents armes pour garder leurs consulats respectifs. 

* Les forces nai’ales grecques debarquerent un groupe destine a garder les points 
de debarquement des troupes grecques. Cette force etait insuffisante pour pre- 
serv’er Z’crdre et executer sa mission. 

Les forces grecques se composaient de trois regiments. Le debarquement eut 
lieu a la pointe et sur ie quai en face FHotel Kramer. Les troupes commencerent 
a debarquer a 8 heures du matin. 

6. — Aucune resistance au debarquement n’a ete organisee par les autorites 
turques, les coups de fusil tires par les Turcs furent des actes isoles. 

X® 7. — Plusieurs centaines de prisonniers de toutes sortes se sont echappes des 
prisons voisines de la caserne quelques heures avant l’occupation. 

Les autorites turques n’ont pas pris de mesures efficaces pour prevenir ou emp^- 
cher ces evasions. 

Quelques-uns de ces prisonniers purent se procurer des armes, au depot d’armes 
situe pres de la caserne. 

X° 8. — Le Commandement superieur grec n’a pris aucune mesure prealable 
pour assurer i’ordre pendant la marche des troupes hellenes a travers la ville. Des 
detachements de marins grecs avaient seulement ete places dans le voisinage imme- 
diai des deux points choisis pour le debarquement. Gonformement aux ordres du 
Representant de I’Entente, les troupes turques etaient maintenues dans leurs 
casernes. 

Aucune liaison n’avait ete etablie pour permettre au Commandement grec de 
faire parvenir ses ordres aux autorit& turques et pour se renseigner sur I’etat 
d’esprit de la population. 

9. — Les autorites grecques, militaires, civiles et religieuses n’ont rien fait 
pour essayer de calmer la foule. 

La ceremonie faite par le JMetropolite pour benir les troupes a leur debarque- 
ment n’a pu avoir qu’une influence facheuse. 

La foule, massee sur le parcours des troupes, a eu une attitude de nature a de- 
chainer la colere des habitants turcs et a entrainer des actes de violence de la part 
de fanatiques isoles. 

X® 10. — Les ordres relatifs au debarquement n’ont pas ete strictement executes. 
IIs ont ete modifies sans I’approbation du Commandement, a la suite de I’inter- 
vention du Commandant de VAveroff, qui avait ete prevenu de la formation de 
nombreux rassemblements tur[c]s du cote de Carantina. 

Les Compagnies d’Evzones qui devaient debarquer a Carantina pour occuper 
les hauteurs qui dominent la ville du cote du Sud, ont ete ramenees au quai de la 
douane oh dies ont debarque deriiere les autres fractions du regiment. Pour les 
itineraires a suivre, les Commandants des colonnes se sont conformes aux indica- 
tions des guides qui leur ont ete donnes. IIs ne savaient pas que les troupes turques 
eraient consignees dans leurs casernes, pr^ du Konak. 

25 Gf. Vol. I, No. 10 , note 8. 
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N° II. — Les premiers coups de feu ont ete tires vers le coin ds la place du 
Konakj a Tentree de la rue qui conduit a Gocarialy. 

II est impossible d’etablir avec certitude par qui furent tires ces premiers couns. 
Les troupes grecques n’ont pas ouvert le feu et ont seuiement riposte a ces premiers 
coups. 

12. — A la suite de ces premiers coups une vive fusillade a eclate. Les soidats 
grecs qui se trouvaient dans les jardins de la place du Konak ont dinge un feu 
violent contre les fenetres de la caserne et du Konak. 

II a ete impossible de savoir exactement si quelques coups de feu ont ete tires de 
certaines fenetres de la caserne apr^ le commencement de la fusillade. 

Aucune trace de balle n’a ete trouvee sur les murs des batiments qui font face a 
la caserne. 

Quelques rares coups de feu paraissent aussi avoir ete tires par les Turcs en cer- 
tains points des quais et de la ville, en particulier du cote du Consulat helleruque 
oil, d’apres les rapports grecs, le detachement de garde fut oblige de se defendre k 
coups de fusil contre une attaque turque. 

N® 13. — Sur le chemin qu’ils ont parcouru entre la place du Konak et le bateau 
Patris oil ils furent enfermes, les premiers convois de prisonniers corn'orenant des 
officiers et soldats, ainsi que le Vali et des fonctionnaires furent Tobjet de brutaiites 
de la part de la foule qui les accompagnait et meme de quelques soldats grecs qui 
les escortaient. 

Tous ces prisonniers furent voles. Tous devaient crier ‘Zito \"enizelos’ et marcher 
avec les mains levees. Quelques-uns furent massacres. 

A part une ou deux exceptions, les oflSciers grecs n’ont exerce sur leurs homines 
aucune action pour empecher les violences. 

N° 14- — Le 15 mai et jours suivants les troupes grecques ont arr6te arbitraire- 
ment environ 2,500 personnes, parmi lesquelles un certain nombre d’enfants de 
moins de 14 ans. Le personnel et les eleves de quelques ecoles furent meme en- 
fermes sur le Patris. Bon nombre de ces prisonniers fiirent maltraites, pilles et 
detenus pendant plusieurs jours dans des conditions d’hygiene inacceptables. 

15. — Pendant les joumees du 15 et du 16 mai de nombreux actes de \’io- 
lences et de pillages furent exerces en ville contre les personnes et les habitations 
turques. Les fez furent arraches et les Turcs n’oserent plus sortir avec cette coiffure. 
De nombreuses femmes furent violees. Quelques assassinais furent commis. Ces 
violences et pillages furent exerc& le plus souvent par la populace grecque de la 
ville, mais il a ete prouve que des soldats y prirent part et que i’autorite militaire 
ne prit que tardivement des mesures efficaces pour y mettre fin. 

N° 16. — Le nombre de tues et blesses le jour de Toccupation de Sm^Tne par les 
troupes grecques est estime de fagon differente par les autorites turques et grecques. 
Ces nombres sont environ les suivants: 

Grecs i soldats: 2 tues, 6 bless^; civils: 20 tues, 20 noyes, 60 blesses. 

Turcs i 300 a 400 victimes (tuees ou blessees). 

17. — Apres que la nouvelle du debarquement des forces grecques a Sm>Tne 
fut connue dans les villages des environs, les habitants grecs commencerent a piller 
les maisons turques et a voler le betail turc; quelques Turcs furent egalement tues 
dans differents villages. 

No 18. — Le Colonel commandant les troupes d’occupation grecques avait regu 
des le 21 mai le telegramme envoye de Paris le 20 mai par M. Veniselos qui reglait 
les conditions d’occupation du Sandjak de Sm'yTne et du Gaza d’Aivali ainsi que de 
certaines regions situees en dehors du Sandjak de Sm;yTne. 
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Xc 19. le Commodore FitzMaurice, representant de TEntente a partir du 

28 mai, ii*a recu que le i®'' juin les instructions lui faisant connaitre ses attributions 
vis-a-v4 des autorites helleniques en ce qui concerne Textension de la zone d’occu- 
pation. 

Depuis le depart de FAmiral Calthoipe (21 mai) jusqu au 28 mai, le repre- 
senian: de FEntente etait le Vice-Amiral fran^ais Sagoy du Vauroux. 

Xo 20. — Le Kaut Commissaire du Gouvernement hellenique arrive a Smyrna 
le 21 mai a agi contre les ordres contenus dans le telegramme du 20 mai^ en auto- 
risant le Colonel commandant les troupes a donner le 23 mai un ordre d’operation 
visant : 

a. L'cccupation de Aidin * 

b L'inten-'ention dans les regions de ^lagnesie et de Cassaba, 
sans avoir, au prealable, demande Tautorisation au representant de I’Entente, 

Le Haut Commissaire grec a reconnu, devant la Commission, sa responsabilite 
a ce sujet. 

X^ 21. — Pour justifier Fextension de la zone grecque le Haut Commissaire hel- 
ienique s*est appuye: 

fl,. Sur les renseignements non verifies re^us par Tautorite militaire, d’apres les- 
quels la securite publique aurait ete menacee dans les regions susvisees; 

b") Sur une interpretation donnee par I’autorite militaire a des conversations 
tenues avec le Colonel anglais Smith qui n’avait aucune qualite pour remplacer le 
Repr^entant de FEntente. 

Le Colonel Smith n’avait pas eu connaissance du telegramme envoye le 20 mai 
par Monsieur Veniselos au Colonel Zafiriou. II n’a jamais donne a celui-ci aucune 
autorisaiion meme verbale, de se porter a Aidin-Magnesie et Cassaba. II avait 
seulement expose au Colonel Zafiriou FutHite d’envoyer quelques troupes le long 
de la voie ferree jusqu’a Trianda pour proteger la ligne, si le Colonel Zafiriou avait 
Fautorisation de pousser ses troupes en avant. 

Le Colonel Smith ajouta que toute occupation au dela de Trianda pourrait 
occasionner des desordres. 

II rendit compte de cette conversation a son Superieur. 

N® 22. — La marche en avant et Finstallation des troupes grecques aussi bien 
dans la direction de Magnesie que dans la direction d’Eudemich, d’Aidin et 
jusqu’a Nazili s^est d’abord faite dans des conditions satisfaisantes malgre Femotion 
soulevee dans le pays par la nouvelle des evenements de Smyrne. Le Gommande- 
ment grec fit une faute en tolerant Faction de civils grecs armes qui sous pretexte 
d'aider les troupes grecques se livraient au pillage et commettaient toutes sortes 
d’exces. 

Une cour martiale constituee a Sm^Tne des le 1 6 mai par le Commandement grec 
avait prononce (a la date du 15 aout) 74 condamnations, dont 3 k mort pour les 
seuls evenements des 15 et 16 mai. Parmi ces condamnes figurent: 

48 Grecs; 13 Turcs; 12 Armeniens; i Juif. 

X® 23. — L’excitation produite dans le pays par les evenements de Smyrne 
augmenta progressivement pour les raisons suivantes : 

a) Une grande incertitude regna au sujet des limites du territoire a occuper par 
les forces grecques jusqu’au 2 juin, date a laquelle le Commodore FitzMaurice, de 
la Marine britannique, fut charge de determiner les limites de F occupation. 

b) L’avance rapide des troupes grecques vers Finterieur du pays augmenta le 
trouble des populations. Les notables turcs commencerent a quitter la region 
occupee. Les reguliers turcs et la gendarmerie d&erterent. Des civils grecs 
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s'armerent ouvertement. L'activite des brigands augments en menie tentps cue 
le nombre des actes de \i0lence5 les vols et les pillages. 

cj Les perquisitions faites par les troupes grecques aidees par des civils armes dans 
les. maisons turques pour la recherche des armes, pcrterent au plus haut point le 
mecontentement de la population, car la \’iolation du domicile musulman con- 
sdtue une mesure particulierement vexatoire susceptible de provoquer une grande 
irritation. 

Cette excitation crea dans tout le vilayet d'Ain une apparence de desordres qui 
tendait a justifier I’extension des limites de Toccupation par les forces grecques. 

N® 24. — Les armes dont les civils grecs etaient porteurs leur ont ete probable- 
ment fournies depuis Tarmistice par la contrebande operant entre les lies et la cote. 

II n’y a pas lieu de retenir Taccusation portee par les Turcs contre la Crobc-Rouge 
grecque au sujet du debarquement, a Sm\Tne, d’armes contenues dans des caisses 
portant les marques de cette institution. 

II est seulement prouve que, au cours du mois de fe\Tier, un grand nombre de 
caisses furent, a plusieurs reprises, dechargees du bateau grec Adriaticos et echap- 
perent au controle de la douane. Des temoins turcs, entendus, ont affirme cue 
certaines de ces caisses renfermaient des armes et des munitions. 

Les autorites grecques n’ont autorise que dans les premiers jours de mars ie 
controle des caisses par les fonctionnaires turcs du service de la douane. 

N° 25. — Ayassoulouk a ete occupe ie 25 mai; Deunendjid a ete occuue ie 
25 mai; Baladjik a ete occupe le 25 mai; Aidin a ete occupe le 27 mai; Eudenxich 
a ete occupe le 1®^ juin; Nazili a ete occupe le 3 juin. 

26. — Divers coups de main executes sur des postes grecs par des bandes ou 
des insurges turcs ont amene de la part des Grecs des represailles dont quelques- 
unes pouvaient etre justifiees par la situation militaire. Toutes ces represailles ont 
ete faites brutalement. Quelques assassinats fiirent commis de part et d’autre. 

N° 27. — L’evacuation de Nazili a ete faite dans la nuit du 19 au 20 juin sur 
I’initiative du commandant du bataillon d’occupation. Cette evacuation n’a pas 
ete faite conformement aux ordres du representant de I’Entente donnes depuis 
le 14 juin, d’apres lesquels les autorites locales turques devaient etre prevenues 
a Tavance du depart des troupes grecques. 

]N^o 28. — Les autorit& militaires grecques expliquent ce mouvement en disant 
que le commandant du bataillon craignait une attaque et que pour ne pas ren- 
seigner Tennemi sur son mouvement de retraite, il n’a pas prevenu les autorites 
turques de son depart. Les ordres relatifs a Tevacuation de Nazili n’ont ete donnes 
par le Commandement superieur que le 19. 

No 29. — Apres ce depart les autorites turques n’ont pas eu le temps de creer un 
ser\dce d’ordre pour reraplacer la gendarmerie desarmee et desorganisee pendant 
Foccupation grecque. EUes n’ont pas ete en mesure de s’opposer au pillage et au 
massacre de quelques families grecques par des bandes turques entrees a Nazili 
quelques heures apres I’evacuation par les Grecs. 

No 30. — Les habitants arretes a Nazili par les Grecs comme suspects au nombre 
d’une trentaine environ ont ete emmenes avec les troupes en retraite. 

L’un d’eux fut tue en route sous pretexte qu’il ne pouvait marcher. 

Parmi les autres quelques-uns purent s’echapper mais le plus grand nombre fut 
tue au village de Kiosk au cours d^une bagarre surv^’enue pendant la traversee de ce 
village, pendant laquelle un ofEcier grec a ete tue. 

No 31. — Apres Tevacuation de Nazili par les troupes grecques les attaques des 
Turcs contre les postes grecs et les soldats isoles se sont multipliees. 
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Dans tonte la region d’Aidin le population etait armee, aussi bien les Turcs que 
ies Grecs. 

22. — Les troupes grecques ont execute aux environs d’Aidin des reconnais- 
sances armees. Au cours de ces reconnaissances quelques villages furent brules, 

Le 27 line de ces reconnaissances a ete repoussee par les bandes qui Tont pour- 
siiivie jusqu’a Fentree d'Aidin. Le combat a continue le 28. Les assaillants ont fait 
usage de canons de 105 des le 28. 

Les Grecs ont recule. 

Le Commandant et les temoins grecs afRrment que des coups de feu ont ete tires 
par les habitants turcs sur des fractions de troupes grecques en retraite, au moment 
ou elles traversaient le quartier turc au sud de la voie ferree. Quelques-uns des 
incendies qui ont eclate dans ce quartier turc dans la matinee du 29 ont pris 
naissance au cours du combat. 

D’autres incendies eclaterent aussi dans ce quartier sur divers points isoles. 

Un grand nombre de Turcs, hommes, femmes, enfants qui essayaient de sortir du 
quartier en fiammes ont ete tues sans raison par les soldats grecs qui gardaient 
toutes les issues conduisant de ce quartier vers la partie nord de la ville. 

Le Gommandement et les troupes grecs ont incontestablement perdu tout sang- 
froid. 

Les Grecs evacuerent la \iile dans la nuit du 29 au 30 apres avoir commis de 
nombreux attentats et des crimes. Un grand nombre de civils grecs qui voulaient 
s’enfiiir en accompagnant les troupes dans leur retraite en ont ete empeche par le 
Gommandement. 

33- — L’incendie du quartier grec est du aux bandes turques du chef Yuruk 
Ali qui y sont entrees dans la matinee du 30 juin et Font brule completement apres 
avoir pUie les maisons dont elles ont tue les occupants. 

Sans distinction d’age ni de sexe un grand nombre d’habitants grecs rencontr& 
dans la rue furent impitoyablement tues par les bandes, 

Les habitants qui echapperent a la mort, mais non pas au vol, furent ceux qui, au 
nombre de 2,000 ou 3,000 environ, purent se refugier, avant Farrivee des bandes, 
dans le couvent des religieuses fran^aises, d*ou elles se rendirent au Konak sous la 
protection du Colonel Cheffik Bey, commandant la 57® Division ottomane. 

De meme quelques notables qui avaient pu se rendre au Konak eurent en partie 
la vie sauve, mais quelques-uns furent executes. 

II n^a pas ete possible d’etablir avec certitude le chiffre des victimes grecques ou 
turques. 

Le representant du Gouvernement grec entendu par la Commission le 7 sep- 
tembre estime que le nombre des victimes grecques est de 2,000 environ, 900 
cadavres etaient deja retrouves a cette date. Un temoin anglais estime ce nombre 
a 400 environ. 

Un officier fran^ais qui a fait une enquete sur place quelques jours apres les 
evenements evalue le nombre des victimes a 

1,500 a 2,000 Grecs; 

1,200 a 1,500 Turcs; 

en reconnaissant toutefois que revaluation des victimes turques a ete tres difficile a 
faire. 

N° 34. Les troupes grecques, a Faide des renforts envoyes par le General 
!Nider, ont repris Aidin le 4 juillet. EUes ont incendie le quartier turc situe a 
Fou^t de la ville, ou se trouvent aussi des usines grecques. 

35 ' L ensemble des incendies allumes entre le 29 juin et le 4 juillet ont 
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certainement detruit les deux tiers de la ville d^^idiuj dont :a population s a 

20,000 habitants parmi lescuels environ S.ooo Grecs. 

Les maisons non brulees ont toutes eie piliees. 

N° 36. Avani la rentree des Grecs a Aidin :a plus ^ande partie de la popula- 
tion turque a quitte la et ies environs pour se refugier dans la zone italienne cu 
dans la region de Xazili-Denizli, ou elle est encore. 

Un miilier de Grecs ont ete emmenes dans la zone turque cu ils eraieni encore 
dans une situation matenelle tres penible, au naoment de la vLite de la Commission 
a Nazili le 1 1 septembre. 

X® 37. La reoccupation d'Aidin a ete ordonnee par le Command ement supe- 
rieur grec malgre les ordres formels du representant de I'Emente. 

Les autorites grecques ont agi sur ordre formal envoye de Paris par }vl. \’eriselo3 
le 2 juiliet. Get ordre n’admettait a ce sujet aucune inter\*ention du representant de 
i’Entente. 

N® 38. La plupart des villages situes ie long de la vole ferree entre Baladjik et 
Aidin ont ete detruits par les incendies ailumes au cours des oneraticns militaires 
qui se sont deroulees dans la region. 

X° 39. — Actuellement ie calme est a peu pres retabli, sauf dans la zone tres voi- 
sine du front ou se livrent encore des combats d’avant-postes qui causent des nertes 
et qui entrainent des mesures miiitaires dont souiirent les habitants. 

II en est de meme dans la region d’Eudemich ou Toccupation grecaue s’est faite 
dans de bonnes conditions. 

40. — L’ occupation du vilayet d’Aidin par les forces grecques a cause de 
grandes pertes materielles au point de vue recoltes et proprietes. 

Les unes, impossibles a estimer, sont dues aux pillages, aux vols et a la destruction 
du betail, dont une partie a ete utilisee comme nourriture par les troupes grecques. 

Les autres, de moindre importance, furent la consequence des operations miii- 
taires et des rencontres qui eurent lieu entre les forces grecques et les bandes 
turques. 

D ’autre [s] enfin, tres considerables, sont dues a Tincendie des maisons, des villages, 
et de la ville d’Aidin. On peut estimer que les pertes provenant de I’incendie 
d’Aidin representent approximativement une valeur de huit millions de li\Tes 
sterling. 

Lorsque les habitants turcs abandonnerent leurs maisons et s’enfuirent des dis- 
tricts occupes par les Grecs, ils laisserent leurs recoltes sur pied ou les abandon- 
nerent. Les pertes en haricots, racines a liqueur et en figues peuvent etre estimees 
a un million deux cent mille livres. 

La recolte des olives soufFrira egalement si les conditions ne s^ameliorent pas 
avant le mois de novembre. 

N° 41. — Pergame a ete occupee le 12 juin. Gette ville etant dans le nord du 
Sandjak de Sm^-me, les Grecs avaient le droit de I’occuper d’apres les ordres de 
I’Entente donnes par le telegramme du 20 mai. 

La Gommission n’a pas ete a Pergame. 

D’apres les renseignements dignes de foi qui ont ete recueillis il resulte que les 
iireguliers turcs qui ont repris Pergame ont tue les habitants turcs qui avaient bien 
accueiUi les Grecs. Ils ont egalement massacre et souvent torture tous les soldais 
grecs faits prisonniers au cours de cette affaire de Pergame. 

N° 42. — Le 17 juin, apres I’evacuation de Pergame, les troupes grecques ras- 
semblees a J^fendmen se sont livrees, sans raison serieuse, a un veritable massacre de 
Turcs inoffensifs. Les autorites municipales afErment que plus de 1,000 habitants 
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turcs ont ete tues, mais ce nombre parait exagere. D’apres Tenquete faite des le 
lendemain de Fevenement par un officier frangais, le nombre des victimes turques 
seraient de 200 tues et 200 blesses. 

Ce massacre n"a pas ete organise par le Gommandement grec. II fut le resultat 
d'une panique qui s’est emparee de jeunes troupes non aguerries, fatiguees, encore 
sous i’impression causee par les evenements de Pergame et que les officiers n’ont 
pas su calmer. 

43. — Le Gommandement militaire grec afiirme que la repression grecque a 
ete la consequence d’une attaque des Turcs qui, d’une maison pres de la gare et du 
Konak, auraient tire des coups de feu sur des soldats grecs. 

De nombreux temoignages ont ete entendus a ce sujet. Geux des Grecs sont 
imprecis et quelquefois contradictoires. 

La Commission estime que Faffirmation du Gommandement grec ne peut pas 
etre regardee comme exacte. 

44, — L’occupation de Magnesie, en dehors des limites du Sandjak de 
Sm\Tne a eu lieu le 25 mai sans autorisation du representant de FEntente et sans 
que cette Haute Autorite ait ete prdvenue. 

Pour des raisons militaires cette occupation a ete poussee et maintenue jusqu’a 
Ahmedli, a Fest, et jusqu’a Papazli, au nord-est de Magnesie. Les troupes 
grecques avaient meme momentanement occupe Ak-hissar, mais n’y sont pas 
restees. 

L’occupation de la zone de Magnesie s’est faite au debut sans difficultes. Les 
rapports sont devenus moins bons entre la population et les troupes grecques a la 
suite de mauvais traitements subis par quelques habitants, des degradations et ces 
[? des] vols commis dans certaines proprietes et a la suite des perquisitions faites 
pour la recherche des armes. 

Les autorites civiles turques sont restees a Magnesie a Fexception du Mufti qui, 
convoqu6 a Sm>Tne par les autorites grecques, s’est enfui a Constantinople. 

La situation actuelle est calme. Des rapports corrects existent entre le General 
commandant la division d’occupation et les autorites turques. 

45- — Apres Farmistice des bandes grecques de Mytilene ont fait quelques 
incursions dans les environs d’AivaU, volant et tuant quelques Musulmans. Des 
represailles furent exercees par certains Turcs de la region, Ces actes de brigandage 
reciproques n’empechaient pas la situation d’etre normale et satisfaisante. 

Des les premiers jours de Foccupation d’Aivali, Fautorite militaire a enrole et 
arme des demobilises et civils grecs. Ils se sont assez mal comportes et furent notam- 
ment accuses d’avoir incendie deux villages. Ils furent, peu apres, desarmes et 
licencies. 

La population turque est tres faible a Aivali oil il n’y a, actuellement, qu’une 
vingtaine de Musulmans. 

Le pay’s est tranquille, mais le commerce est presque completement arr^te. 

X® 46. — Les refugies turcs qui ont quitte les territoires occupes par les Grecs 
paraissent retenus loin de leur domicile, soit par manque de confiance dans les 
Grecs, soit par les irreguliers turcs qui les retiennent peut-etre pour raisons 
politiques. 

Le nombre de ces refugies est extrement considerable ; la Commission n’a pas pu 
Fevaluer exactement. 

Dans certaines regions, comme dans la vallee du Meandre, des villages entiers, 
meme parmi ceux qui n ont pas ete brules, ont du ^tre abandonn6s. 

47 - Au sujet du transport de Grecs dans la province de Smyrne, signale par 
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la plainte du Chcik-ul-Islam Moustafa-Sabir a la Conference de ia Pabi.^ - I*en tj^uete 
a montre que : 

D’apres le teiegramine envoye le 7 20 ma:, par 'M. '^’'eniselos. roccnpation 
avait en partie pour but de rendre possible le rapatriement dans le Sandjak de 
Smyrna et le Caza d’Aivali; des refugies se trouvant en Grece; 

bj Dans quelques regions, en particulier du cote de Pergame et de Phocee, des 
refugies grecs sont venus s’installer et I'exode des populations turques a facilite leur 
installation. 

c) En presence des troubles qui ont accompagne roccupation, les autcntes hel:e- 
niques ont donne Fordre d’arreter le rapatriement en masse. Quelques families 
aisees, dontles moyensd 'existence etaient connus, ont seuies ete autorisees 2 rentier. 

D’autres refugies ont certainement pu rentier en debarquant en dehors des ports 
oil les autorites grecques exercent un controle mais leur nombre ne saurait etre 
grand. 

L’accusation portee par le Cheik-ul-Islam n’est done pas compleiement justifiee. 


Les membres de la Commission d^enquile: 

L’Amiral Bristol, Le Ge.veral Bunoust, 

Delegue des Etats-Unis d'Ammque, Delegue de la France, 

Le General Hare, Le General Dall’Olio. 

Delegue de la Grande-Bretagne. Delegue de ritalie. 


Document 4 

Annexe L Lettre de la Commission d Monsieur le Colonel Mazarakis^ 

Charge par le Gouvernement Hellenique de suivre les Travaux de la Commissiotu 

CONSTANTINOPLE, le 14 octobre igig. 
Nous avons Fhonneur de vous accuser reception de votre rapport du 1 1 octobre 
1919“® que nous a\doiis demande par notre lettre du 7 octobre, afin que la Con- 
ference de la Paix apres avoir pris connaissance de Fexpose des faits etabiis par la 
Commission, put egalement examiner les observations que vous aurait suggerees 
la lecture de ce document. 

Votre rapport sera joint au dossier de Fenquete en meme place que 1 expose qui 
Fa motive. 

Les diverses pieces que vous avez communiquees a la Commission au cours de 
Fenquete et auxquelles vous faites allusion dans votre rapport seront egalement 
jointes au dossier. 

La Commission a tenu compte des observ’-ations que vous avez presentees sous le 
numero 14 au sujet de Foccupation d’A[vali et a modifie le texte du numero 45 
son expose. Nous vous adressons ci-joint un exemplaire rectifie.^’ ^ 

Gomme il vous Fa ete dit au cours de la seance du 13 octobre, il n’y a pas lieu 
d*etre surpris en constatant que, sur certains points, Fopinion de la Commission 
n’est pas en concordance avec le [la] votre malgre les affirmations des temoins que 

vous avez produits. . . ^ 1 • -j 

En efFet, non seulement Fappreciation d’un meme fait difFere avec les individus, 
mais encore, en presence des contradictions malheureusement tropnombreuses pre- 
sentees par les temoignages turcs et grecs, la Commission a quelquefois ete obligee, 
pour essayer de degager la verite, d’attacher une importance particuliere a des 
temoignages ou a des rapports emanant de personnalites n’appartenant pas aux 
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nations trop directement interessees dans le reglement de la question de Smyrne. 

En resume, apres en ax’oir delibere, la Commission a estime que, a Texception 
du changement a apporter a la redaction du nP 45, il n’y avait lieu de modifier 
son exoose primitif qui a etc adopte a 1 unanimite des voix. 

R, H. Hare, Bunoust, A. Dall’Olio, Mark Bristol. 

Document 5 

A?mexe IL Observations"^ du Colonel Alexandre Mazarakis sur V Expose 
de la Commission Interalliee d^Enquete, 

1 . Dans le paragi'aphe n° i, il est affirme que, depuis Tarmistice, la securite des 
chT^dciis n'etait pas menacee dans le vilayet d’Aidin. Cependant, la Commission 
admet que, non seuiement depuis 1914 et durant la guerre, les populations hellenes 
avaient ete incontestablement persecutees, mais meme les premiers mois qui suivi- 
rent Tannistice, elles furent traitees sans aucune bienveillance. Elle admet aussi la 
nresence de queiques bandes de brigands, mais elle affirme que les craintes de 
massacres n'etaient pas justifiees. 

La Co mmis sion me permettra d’etre persuade que Tetude de Thistoire et Texpe- 
rience recente sur le sort des populations chretiennes en Turquie ne justifient pas 
cette affirmation. Tous les massacres et toutes les persecutions qui ont maintes fois 
provoque Tinten’ention europeenne, on ne les avait pas prevus, et c’est pour cela 
que cette inteiv’ention arrivait toujours trop tard, apres que les actes etaient con- 
sommes. Je me permets de rappeler a la Commission qu’une liste de meurtres, 
brigandages, persecutions de toute sorte commis par les Turcs entre Tarmistice et 
Toccupation de Sm\Tne, lui a ete soumise; qu’une grande partie de la population 
grecque se trouvait pendant cette periode et se trouve encore exilee en Grece, ayant 
abandonne toutes ses proprietes occupees par les Turcs, tandis qu’une autre partie 
revenait de Finterieur de I’Asie mineure, oi!i elle avait ete transportee, reduite a la 
moitie ou au tiers, dans une misere terrible et un etat de sante piteux, privee de 
tout moyen de s’instalier et de vivre. Je regrette de ne pouvoir pas, dans ces condi- 
tions, afiirmer avec la Commission que le calme etait revenu et les craintes d’une 
nou^’elle explosion du fanatisme musulman n’etaient pas fondees, surtout a la 
veille des decisions de la Conference qui naturellement pouvaient et devaient 
exciter ce fanatisme. 

2. La Commission estime (n® 2) que Toccupation des forts et de la ville de 
Sm\Tne n’etait pas justifiee par I’application de Parmistice. Ge n’est pas a moi 
d’exposer les raisons pour lesqueUes la Conference de la Paix a ordonne cette occu- 
pation et a specific qu’elle serait executee par les troupes helleniques. Je me per- 
mets cependant de remarquer que Fexecution de Farmistice etait illusoire, que les 
armes theoriquement gardees dans les magasins etaient, comme les faits Font 
prouve, a la merci des Turcs, que les irreguliers, toleres sinon encourages par les 

Note in original: ‘Ge rapport etait accompagne de la lettre d’envoi suivante: 

Constantinople, le 29 [septenibre]/i2 octobre 1919. 

‘Monsieur le President, 

*J’ai Flionneur de soumettre a la Commission queiques observations que m’a suggerees 
Fexpose des resultats de Fenqudte que vous avez bien voulu m’envoyer. 

‘Veuillez agr^r etc., 

‘Colonel Alexandre Mazarakis.’ 
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autorites turques, etaient armes meme avec de rartiiierie lourde; cue sans cette 
occupation, ie retour, 1 installation dans leurs proprietes saisies et le travail des 
refugies grecs serait impossible; qu’enfci sans entrer dar^ les desseins de la Con- 
ference a propos du sort de cette region, qui doit cependant avoir joue iin roie stir 
le choix de Tarmee d’occupation, ce choix etait sufnsamment jus tine par !e fait cue 
des populations grecques compactes habitent depuis des siecles ceite region. En 
effet, dans le seul Sandjak de Sm^Tne et Ie Caza d^^ivali vb/aient, avant 1914, 
495s 1 74 Grecs et 2 19,583 Turcs. Si cette population a ete pendant la raerre rednite 
par les persecutions, la famine, les meurtres c’etait une raison de ulus pour pue 
1 Entente victorieuse pric des mesures pour sa protection efncace. J^e crois done 
que Toccupation etait non seulement justiSee mais imposee par la justice, la morale 
politique et les raisons ethnographiques plus que toute autre occupation effectu'^ 
par les Allies victorieux. 

3. La Commission constate que depuis le debarquement des Grecs la situation 
est troublee a cause de Petat de guerre. Je prierais la Commission de vouloir bien 
distinguer, comme elle le fait dans plusieurs paragrapbes suivants, que dans la zone 
occupee par Tarmee hellenique le calme et Pordre ont ete des les premiers jours reta- 
blis tandis que la situation est troublee et meme anarchique dans les regions voisines 
non occupees et que la situation serait completement parfaite si Pindecision cessait, 
les autorites grecques pouvaient fonctionner, les attaques du dehors et Pespoir dun- 
fiuencer les decisions de la Conference iPencourageraient les Turcs de montrer un 
similaire [sic] d’effervescence nationale, si au contraire les Turcs savaient que 
Parmee d’occupation envoyee par la Conference respecterait leurs droits mais ne 
tolererait pas dans une situation passive des atteintes contre sa securite ou sa 
dignite. L’histoire de toutes les occupations faites dans le passe et de nos jours, 
beaucoup plus mouvementee et plus longue, est la pour prouver qu’aucune armee 
ne s’est jamais trouvee devant une pareille situation et n’a montre plus de sang- 
froid, d’abnegation et de discipline et il serait par consequent injuste de la rendre 
responsable de quelques faits isoles, comme on en voit meme en temps de paix 
et dans les pays les plus civilises. 

4. La Commission constate (n® 4) qu’un rassemblement de plusieurs miliiers de 
Turcs a eu lieu la nuit avant Poccupation, mais croit que ce rassemblement n’avait 
pas pour objet d’organiser la resistance par la force du debarquement des Grecs. 
Elle constate aussi (n® 7) que plusieurs centaines de prisonniers de toute sorte se 
sont echappes des prisons quelques heures avant Poccupation, que les autorites 
turques n’ont pas pris des mesures efficaces pour prevenir ou empecher Pevasion 
et que quelques-uns de ces prisonniers se sont procure des armes au depot d’armes 
voisin, enfin, que les coups de fiisil tires par les Turcs (n® 6) furent des actes isoles. 

La Commission permettra que je ne puisse pas aflarmer avec la meme certitude 
que le but des rassemblements turcs etait tellement pacifique apres les proclama- 
tions enflammees dans les mosquees, dans la presse et dans les places publiques, 
apres la liberation et Parmement des prisonniers et de considerer qu*en realite peu 
importe, au point de vue des responsabilites, si les coups tires contre Parmee 
hellenique etaient le resultat d’une organisation ou Pinitiative de quelques indi- 
vidus. L’armee hellenique au moment oil elle fut attaquee sans s’y attendre 
marchant en colonne par quatre et les armes non chargees ne pouvait pas faire 
cette distinction; elle devait, comme ferait toute autre armee, reprimer severement 
le mouvement, arreter les coupables et les suspects. 

Je dois en plus remarquer avec regret que pendant que les rassemblements turcs 
sont juges avec indulgence, la ceremonie religieuse et Pexpression d’un sentiment 
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naturel de la population grecque sont jugees (n° 9) de nature a provoquer la colere 
des habitants cures et a entrainer des actes de violence. Si on voulait tout de meme 
trouver la cause profonde de Texcitation du fanatisme turc e’est beaucoup plus 
naturel de la chercher dans la presence meme de Tennemi vainqueur, du chretien 
meprise; il est cependant difficile d'eviter cette excitation sans laisser sous le joug de 
Tennemi vaincu, les populations chretiennes qu’il a fait tant souffrir pendant cinq 
siecies et dont les sentiments sont au moins aussi dignes de menagement que ceux 
de Poppresseur. 

Partout ou apres la victoire les troupes alliees ont occupe un pays sous le joug 
jusqu'alors de rennemi iepeuple congenere les a accueillies avec une joie legitime. 
Si par prevoyance le Commandement grec devait agir avec plus de circonspection, 
j’ai ete le premier a le dire ouvertement dans mon rapport — ce n’est pas une 
raison pour attribuer Tattaque turque a Texpression des sentiments de la popula- 
tion grecque quand il est incontestable que jusqu’ici au moment oil les premiers 
coups ont ete tires par les Turcs aucun acte hostile envers eux n’etait signale. 

Je dois aussi remarquer (pP 9) qu’il n’existaient pas des autorites grecques civiles 
et que les autorites militaires naturellement absorbees par le cote militaire pendant 
quelques heures — la repression de la resistance — ne pouvaient pas assurer imme- 
diatement Tordre dans une grande ville contenant des elements divers et que la 
gendarmerie turque avait laissee sans aucune surveillance. 

Je rappeile aussi qu’il ne s’agissait pas de quelques rares coups de fusil tir& par 
les TurcSj mais d’une fusillade nourrie non seulement aux environs du Konak et des 
casernes mais tout le long du chemin que les premiers elements devaient parcourir 
pour aller a leur objectif, la crete de Carantina. 

5. La Commission constate (n° 14) que le 15 mai et jours suivants les troupes 
grecques ont arrete arbitrairement environ 2,500 personnes. Dans un pays oii 
Tarmee d’occupation est attaquee, oil tout le monde est arme, je ne vois pas com- 
ment Tordre pouvait etre retabli sans que les autorites militaires precedent a des 
arrestations des coupables ou des suspects. La procedure pour Tarrestation en 
temps ordinaire ne pourrait etre exigee dans des circonstances oil de fait existait 
Fetat de guerre. Immediatement apres le retablissement de I’ordre une Commis- 
sion dont le Moufti faisait partie a visite les prisonniers et en a libere le plus grand 
nombre. 

Si quelques actes de pillage ou de mauvais traitements ont ete signales envers ces 
prisonniers et, en general, dans la ville, pendant le premier jour, Tautorite militaire 
a ete la premiere a les reprimer. EUe le fit avec tant de severite, que Tordre etait 
presque completement retabli le lendemain. 

La Commission me pennettra cependant de croire que nombre de crimes et 
notamment de viols n’ont eu lieu que dans Fimagination de ceux qui les ont 
denonces. Pendant mon sejour a Smyme, plusieurs plaintes a ce sujet etaient 
reconnues, apres une enquete minutieuse, comme provenant de femmes d’une 
moralite douteuse. Je ne comprends pas d’ailleurs comment ces actes dont se 
plaignent facilement les Turcs, ne sont pas immediatement denonces aux autorites 
grecques, qui ont sevi avec une extreme severite dans les rares cas oil la culpabilite 
etait prouvee, et je regrette de ne pas ajouter foi aux dires des temoins qui 
savaient qu’ils ne seraient pas contredits, ces accusations ayant ete faites en secret. 

6. Quant au nombre des victimes turques a Smyrne (n° 16), a Aidin ou ailleurs, 
le champ etait libre aux evaluations les plus fantastiques, d’autant plus que bon 
nombre des habitants turcs ayant fui de la zone occupee pouvaient facilement etre 
cites panni les disparus comme victimes des Grecs. 


250 



7- Quant a Texcitation creee dans le \diayet d’Aidin 'n° 23', je me permeis de 
croire cju elle serait \ite calmee, si les populations tuiQues se rendaient compte 
c^u une decision fci'ine de la Conference fixat definitivement le sort du pavs. 
preuve est que, pendant presque un mois, Toccupation de toute la region actuelle- 
ment occupee . Ailagnesie, Eudemicli, Aidin et meme Xsazili a etc efTectuee. comme 
la Commission le reconnait, dans des conditions satisfaisantes. j’ajouie irime que 
130 zeibek qui etaient jusque la hors la loi sur la montagne se presenterent aux 
autorites militaires grecques promettant de vivre tranquiliement ei iis ont e:e 
laisses libres; que dans presque toutes les villes occupees, la population musuimane a 
tres bien accueilli les troupes helleniques. Je suis done completement d’accord avec 
la Commission de [?que] Tincertitude qui regne au sujet deslimites du territoire 
a occuper par les forces grecques a contribue a creer et a augmenter Texcitation, 
en ajoutant que cette incertitude continue deja pendant cinq mois et je suis meme 
convaincu que toute Tagitation turque serait comme par miracle dissipee, le jour 
oil ils se verraient places dans une decision definitive de la Conference, ou iis ne 
pourraient plus esperer que cette agitation pourrait infiuencer cette decision, oil 
ils sauraient que Tarmee hellenique aurait les mains libres pour deiendre la rerfen 
qui lui aurait ete confiee. La fausse situation dans laquelle se trouva et se trouve 
encore placee Tarmee hellenique est pour moi la cause principale sinon unique de 
i’effervescence turque. D’ailleurs, malgre toutes les plaintes qu’ils ont pu pre« 
senter, nous avons des preuves sufiisantes que les habitants turcs, qui ont quitte au 
debut leur pays, ne demandent qu’a y rentrer, convaincus qulls pourront vivTe 
tranquiliement, mais ils en sont empeches par les bandes; plusieurs de ces Turcs 
trompant la vigilance des bandes sont rentres notamment dans les regions de 
Pergame et de Magnesie. 

La Commission attribue (numero 23) en partie Texcitation dans le pays aux per- 
quisitions faites pour la recherche des armes. Ces perquisitions seraient la mesure 
la plus legitime et la plus logique que prendrait une armee d’occupation dans un 
pays ou les populations turques etaient armees et presque tous les magasins d^armes 
pilles. Cependant, sauf de cas isoles ou Tautorite militaire se vit obHgee d’entrer 
dans des maisons d’ou des coups de feu etaient tires ou elle etait convaincue que 
des armes etaient cachees, le Commandement et le Haut Commissaire ont telle- 
ment insiste pour que ces perquisitions ne soient pas faites que toute la population 
turque notamment a Aidin se trouva armee et le Colonel Skinas accuse devant la 
cour martiale de ne pas avoir pris des mesures pour prevenir les tristes evenements 
de cette ville, se defendit en alleguant les ordres formels qu’il avait de ne pas per- 
quisitionner dans les maisons turques. Les Turcs savaient bien cette defense et 
e’est pourquoi toutes les proclamations des autorites militaires pour que les habi- 
tants rendent les armes sont restees sans aucun resultat, et aujourd’hui encore nous 
sommes surs que toute la population turque est armee. 

Je prie done respectueusement la Commission, quand eUe constate que des civils 
grecs, qui ont vecu pendant cinq ans dans la terreur, etaient porteurs d’armes, de 
vouloir bien admettre au moins que les populations turques etaient au moins aussi 
bien armees, d’autant plus que presque tous les magasins d’armes se sont trouv^ 
pilles malgre les clauses de rarmistice. 

8. La Commission veut bien reconnaitre que I’accusation portee par les Turcs 
centre la Croix-Rouge hellenique au sujet d’armes contenues dans ses caisses ne 
doit pas etre retenue. Elle constate cependant que des caisses ont ete debarquees au 
mois de fevrier et que quelques temoins turcs affirment qu’elles contenaient des 
armes. II n’y a rien de plus facile que de denoncer sans aucune preuve. La Croi; 
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Rouge hellenique n’avait aucune obligation de presenter ses caisses de materiel au 
controle des autorites turques; si elle Pa spontanement fait, c’etait pour couper 
court aux diitamations de la presse turque. J’ai deja explique a la Gominission que 
ces caisses renfermaient des habits pour les refugies et que ces caisses ont ete 
montrees dans THopital par le Directeur a des fonctionnaires turcs et m6me au 
Procureur general; je note en passant que ces fonctionnaires ainsi que la population 
turque affluait dans cet hopital pour etre soignes et prendre des medicaments, que 
le VaU iui-meme y est alle le jour de Piques. Les grands services qui ont ete 
rendus par cette institution a toutes les populations, sans distinction de race ou de 
religion, prouves par les statistiques qui vous ont ete soumises, pas seulement a 
Smyme mais dans tout le pays ont ete payes par les Turcs par cette calomnie ainsi 
que par le meurtre du medecin Manolas, Directeur de la Groix-Rouge a Makri. 
Dans ces conditions je prierais la Commission de juger s’il est juste de retenir meme 
incidemment une accusation non prouvee. 

9. La Commission constate (p 9 29) qu'a Nazili apres le retrait du bataillon grec 
les Turcs ont massacre des families grecques et pille les maisons et elle attribue ces 
actes a la desorganisation et au manque de temps de la part des autorites turques. 
II m'est permis de croire apres Texperience de Pergame, oh le Kaimakam et les 
ofBciers turcs ont preside aux massacres, d’Aidin, ou le Commandant de la Division 
^tait dans la ville quand les massacres en masse ont ete executes, qu’il n’existe en 
realite aucune distinction entre autorites turques et irreguliers. II est curieux d’ail- 
leurs que les memoires turcs publics dans la presse avouent que les brigands etaient 
les maitres de la situation de Nazili. 

Je prierai la Commission de vouloir bien constater aussi que non seulement dans 
la vdlle de Nazili ont eut lieu ces massacres mais aussi dans les villages environnants; 
a Aktche 47 Grecs ont ete tues et le pretre brule vif, a Kiosk 47 tues dont un m6decin 
et le prtoe, dont ils ont precedemment coupe le nez, les oreilles et creve les yeux, 
k Soultan Hissar 3 tues et 7 blesses, a Omourlou plus de 90 Grecs ont ete tues, 
70 cada\Tes ont ete retrouves apres la reoccupation. 

10. En relatant les evdnements d’Aidin la Commission admet (n° 32 page 6) 
qu’un grand nombre de Turcs, hommes, femmes, enfants qui essayaient de sortir 
du quartier en fiammes ont ete tu& sans raison par les soldats grecs qui evacuerent 
la \^e dans la nuit du 29 au 30 apres avoir commis de nombreux attentats et de 
crimes. 

Je ne peux qu’exprimer ma surprise pour une telle affirmation: j’ai etudie les 
nombreuses enqu^tes qui ont eu lieu sur ces evenements et oh des Musulmans, 
Armeniens, etc., avaient depose, j’ai moi-meme avec insistance recherch6 en inter- 
rogeant tous les militaires et civils presents si en verite de tels actes avaient ete 
commis. La conclusion que j’ai tiree de toute cette etude est que les Turcs, irre- 
guliers ou habitants de la ville, tiraient contre Parmee, que Parmee ripostait et que 
naturellement il y a eu des victimes des deux cotes pendant ce combat qui a dure 
presque deux jours. Je suis done en droit de ne pas ajouter foi aux depositions des 
temoins qui ont presente les evenements sous cet aspect. Je me demande aussi 
comment on pourrait evaluer le nombre des victimes turcs vu que presque toute 
la population turque a suivi, consciente de sa complicite, les irreguliers avant la 
reoccupation de la vilie. 

Je ne peux pas aussi admettre que les survivants grecs furent au Konak sous la 
protection du Colonel Gheffik bey, commandant la 57® division ottomane. Je crois 
au contraire que cet officier, qui est entre a Aidin avec les bandes, est aussi re- 
sponsable des cruautes commises d’autant plus qu’il est avere que plusieurs des 
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notables grecs ont etc emmenes du J^onak et executes sans <jue la protection de cet 
officier superieur se fit sentir. 

Si Ton veut chercher la cause profonde du malheur d''Aidin on la trouvera dans 
Tetroitesse d’esprit avec laquelle le commandement a execute les ordres qu’ii avait 
de ne pas depasser au sud la ville, qu’il a interpretes comme lui interdisant merae 
les mesures les plus elementaires de la securite de sa troupe et de ne pas proceder au 
desarmement, ce qui a permis aux habitants turcs d'attaquer la troupe de concert 
avec les irreguliers. Si Texecution en a ete malheureuse, ces ordres, montrant la 
loyaute du commandement hellene et le profit que les ennemis en ont tire, sent 
dignes d’attirer Fattention de la Commission. 

1 1 . La Commission constate (n® 40) que Foccupation du Vilayet d’Aidin par les 
forces grecques a cause de grandes pertes materielles. Elle me permettra d'estimer 
que ces pertes, dont d’ailleurs les Grecs, surtout d’Aidin, ont eu la plus large part, 
sont dues non a Foccupation grecque qui n’a occasionne pendant un mois presque 
aucune perte materielle, mais aux irreguliers turcs qui a Pergamos, a Nazili, a 
Aidin, ont ete les agresseurs. 

12. La Commission considere (n°® 42 et 43) comme non exacte Fafiirination 
des temoins grecs sur les coups de feu diriges par les Turcs de Menemen centre les 
soldats grecs et qui ont provoque les troubles dans cette \ille. Cependant Fenquete 
qui a ete faite le lendemain des evenements par le juge militaire M. Papageorges et 
Fancien prefet de Drama musulman M. Naib Zade bey, celle faite par le capitaine 
Apostolakis et les depositions de plus de vingt temoins que j’ai personnellement 
examines sont unanimes et concordantes a ce sujet et specialement sur le meurtre 
d’un caporal grec, sur les coups de feu tires de la maison Hassan Azap et du Konak 
ainsi que sur le nombre des victimes evaluees a 40. 

Je ne suis pas en etat de savoir les raisons pour lesquelles la Commission s*est 
arretee a cette conclusion et qui ont pese sur Fimportance et la veracite des temoins 
entendus et ne peux par consequent que constater cette difference, qui peut-etre 
n’existerait pas si la procedure etait celle qui avait ete des le debut proposee par le 
Gouvernement hellenique, 

13. La Commission constate (n® 44) que Foccupation de la zone de jMagnesie 
s’est faite sans difficulte et que plus tard les rapports entre la population rurque et 
les troupes grecques sont devenus moins bons a la suite de mauvais traitements, 
perquisitions, etc. 

Je regrette d’etre oblige de protester centre Faccusation jetee toujours exclusive- 
ment sur Farmee d’occupation a la suite des plaintes des Turcs. J’ai, des le debut, 
soumis a la Commission une longue liste qui contenait alors 115 Grecs victimes des 
bandes turques dans la region de Magnesie; dans le meme rapport etaient relates 
les massacres en masse des Grecs a Yorktehekioi, Papazli, Yakakioi, etc. 

Je prierais done la Commission, une fois qu’elle a juge bon de relater les plaintes 
des Turcs, de vouloir bien enregistrer aussi dans son rapport les massacres des Grecs 
de cette region, dont la vie vaut bien les quelques degats mentionnes, sans quoi 
la lecture de Fexpose donnerait une impression qui ne correspond pas a la realite. 

Je ne sais pas si la Commission a eu connaissance, pendant sa visite a Magn&ie, 
que plusieurs habitants turcs, se soustrayant a la defense des bandes, rentrent 
dans leur pays. G’est un fait qui prouve plus que toute deposition ou plainte, pre- 
paree dans un but politique, quelle est la confiance de la population musulmane 
a la justice et a Fordre regnant dans la zone occupee en contraste avec Fanarchie 
et la pression des bandes dans la zone non occupee. 

14. La Commission emet une appreciation a propos des sentiments d’une moitie 


253 



de la population grecque d’Aivali (n° 45 P- 4 ) qui ^ a fortement surpns. Je ne 
comorends pas comment la Commission peut pretendre qu die a connu les senti- 
mente de la population grecque d’AivaH, puisque dans les quelques heures qu’elle 
est restee la, elle n’a pas eu le temps d’entendre un seul des nombreux habitants qui 
attendaient d’etre appd& et dont je lui avals soumis la liste, excepte les autorites 
militaires et religieuses. M&ne dans le cas ou une personne quelconque lui aurait 
fcurni cette appreciation, je crois qu’elle ne devait pas figurer comme une consta- 
tadon categorique de la Commission elle-mdne, si elle n’etait pas confirmee par 
une consultation populaire beaucoup plus generale et plus approfondie. 

Si la Commission pensait un seul instant aux souffrances s6culaires de la race 
grecoue en Asie mineure, a la guerre d’extermination qu’elle a subie pendant les 
cmq demiercs et qui loin d’afTaiblir ont au contraire raflfermi son sentiment 

national, eUe se serait siirement gardee d’emetee cette appreciation qui est de 
nature a blesser profbndement le sentiment national du peuple hellene et centre 
laqueile je proteste de la fagon la plus ferme et la plus categorique. 

Les rdugi& turcs qui ont quitt^ les territoires occupes par les Grecs (n° 46) 
sont retenus loin de leur domicile par les irreguliers ou plutdt par rorganisation 
turque qui — ce n’est un secret pour personne — se confond avec le Gouyemement 
turc. Le but politique en est evident; influencer, pendant cette periode d’indecision 
et d’attente, la Conference sur le sort politique de cette partie de I’Empire ottoman. 

Le fait que, notamment dans les regions de Pergame et de Magn&ie, plusieurs 
Turcs sont rentrfe prouve la confiance que rAdministration grecque a su leur 
inspirer, malgre les entraves multiples centre lesquelles elle a a lutter ; presence des 
autorites turques qui resolvent leur mot d’ordre du Gouvemement ottoman, im- 
puissance d’agir librement dans les diffdrentes branches de radministration 
impos^e par la situation hybride du pays, preoccupation continue pour la s^curite 
de la zone menacee par les bandes du dehors, etc. J’ai la ferme conviction basee 
sur I’examen attentif de I’histoire recente dans le proche Orient et sur l’6tude 
approfondie du caractfere du peuple turc que nous sommes en etat de connaitre 
mieux que tout autre, ayant vecu pendant des siMes a c6t6 de lui, que si le peuple 
vo\-ait que telle ou telle etait la decision de la Conference, il resterait ou il rentrerait 
dans ses foyers heureux, sauf quelques agitateurs ou exploiteiurs de profession, de 
pouvoir enfin vivre en paix et echapper a une administration aussi nefaste, op- 
pressive, arrierde, indifferente pour les Turcs que pour les Chretiens. 

1 6 [sic] . Au sujet du transport de Grecs dans la province de Smyme, signale par la 
plainte du Cheik-ul-Islam {n° 47), je declare que je n’ai pas eu coimaissance de ce 
document pour savoir exactement sur quels faits est bas^e cette plainte. Je precise 
cependant qu’il ne s’agit pas de ‘transport de Grecs’, mais du rapatriement des 
Grecs originaires de I’j^ie Mineure expulses par les Turcs dfes 1914. 

Ce rapatriement, si logique et si legitime, devait naturellement preoccuper le 
Gouvemement hellenique qui, pendant des armies, a depens6 des sommes conside- 
rables pom: leur entretien. 

J’ai foumi ^ la Commission la correspondance echangde k ce sujet entre le Com- 
missariat helldnique de Smyme, d& son installation, et les autorifos du Royaume, 
d’oii il resulte que des ordres s6veres ont €te donnfe et executes pour empScher ce 
rapatriement. 

Personnellement, je trouve que cette mesure inspiree par le d6sir de ne pas creer 
des difficultes, vu que les propri6t& des Grecs expulses etaient saisies et occupees 
par des Turcs, et de ne pas creer des firoissements entre les deux elements a dte mSme 
trop severe. Au point de vue de la justice absolue, je me demande lequel a plus de 
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droits, le proprietaire expulse et desirant reintegrer son foyer ou celui qui Toccupe 
arbitrairement et quel serait le jugement d’un tribunal dans un pareil cas; au point 
de vue politique elle n a pas ete appreciee puisque non seulement les Turcs basent 
des plaintes meme a ce sujet, mais ils en profitent encore pour pretendre et voul&ir 
persuader le monde entier qu’ils ont la superiorite numerique dans la region, et ils 
sont peut-etre crus par ceux qui, traversant le pays, voient des villages grecs' dont 
les habitants sont encore en exil ou ont peri dans rinterieur de TAsie Mineure, 
habites par des Turcs. 

17. Je voudrais prier la Commission de vouloir bien, a cote des fails etablis 
contenus dans son expose, relater aussi les nombreux meurtres cominis par les 
Turcs contre la population grecque non seulement dans les endroits oil elle a pre- 
cede a son enquete, mais aussi dans des regions oil Parmee hellenique n’a jamais 
mis le pied et oil, par consequent, les responsabilites ne peuvent pas etre brouiilees : 
47 a Philadelfia et regions voisines, i ro-i 15 au sud du Meandre, 14 a Afakri, etc., 
qui sont contenus avec les noms et les dates dans les documents que j’ai eul’honneur 
de soumettre des le premier jour a la Commission. 

Je me permets de resumer: 

1° L’ occupation militaire etait imposee pour retablir I’ordre, sauver ce qui 
restait des populations chretiennes persecutees, exilees, massacrees pendant cinq 
ans et pour prevenir une nouvelle explosion de fanatisme turc. 

2° Que tous les evenements qui ont eu des consequences regrettables ont eu lieu 
apres une attaque des Turcs contre Tarmee Hellene; 

3° Que les autorites helleniques non seulement ont agi partout promptement 
pour retablir Pordre, mais meme j"ose dire ont montre et montrent une faveur pour 
la population musulmane; 

40 Que m^me les fautes de prevision du Commandement grec a Smyme peuvent 
jusqu’a un certain point etre expliquees si Pon pense que personne, ni le repre- 
sentant de la Grece ni ceux de PEntente a Smyrne, ne s’attendaient pas a Pactaque 
de la part des Turcs et n’ont pris aucune mesure efScace pour eloigner les troupes 
turques et empecher les rassemblements et la circulation du peuple; 

5° Un ordre parfait regne dans la zone occupee par Parmee hell6nique, une 
anarchie complete en dehors de cette zone. 


CONSTANTINOPLE, U II octobre igig. 


Colonel Alexandre Mazarakis, 
Delegue du Gouvernement helleniqus. 


Document 6 

IL £tablissement des Responsabilites 

CONSTANTINOPLE, k II octobre igig. 

N® I . — L’enquete a prouve que depuis Pannistice, la situation generale des 
Chretiens dans le Vilayet d’Aidin etait satisfaisante. Leur securite n’etait pas 
menacee. 

Si Pordre d^occupation de Smyrne a ete donne par la Conference de la Paix a la 
suite de renseignements inexacts, la responsabilite premiere des evenements in- 
combe aux individualites ou aux Gouvemements qui ont etabli ou transmis sans 
les verifier des renseignements de ce genre tels que ceux dont il est parle au n*^ i des 
points etablis. (Le General representant italien renouvelle a ce sujet les reserves 
qui sont inserees au proces-verbal de la 37® seance.) 





Xo 2. La cause initiale des evenements doit etre recherchee dans les haines de 

reEgion. Les Grecs n’ont rien fait pour en empecher les manifestations. Leur occu- 
pation, loin de se presenter comme Texecution d’une mission civilisatrice, a pris 
immediatement Taspect d^’une conqu^te et d’une croisade. 

Xo 3. — La responsabilite des faits qui se sont passes a Smyrne les 15 et 16 mai, 
ainsi que dans les emirons immediats de la ville au cours des premieres journees qui 
ont suivi ce debarquement, incombe au Gommandement militaire superieur grec 
ainsi qu’a certains officiers qui ont manque a leur devoir. 

Le Gouvernement grec a reconnu cette responsabilite par les sanctions qu’il a 
prises. 

Une part de responsabiEte incombe toutefois aux autorites turques de Smyrne 
Qui n’ont pris aucune mesure pour empecher Tevasion et Tarmement des prison- 
niers de droit commun avant Tarrivee des Grecs. 

N® 4. — Dans la personne de la Haute Autorite civile qui le represente a Smyrne, 
le Gouvernement hellenique est responsable des troubles graves qui ont ensanglante 
la zone interieure du pays pendant Tavance des troupes grecques parce que : 

d) L’autorite sus\dsee ne s’est pas conformee aux instructions du Conseil supreme 
donnees par le telegramme du 7/20 mai de M. Veniselos. Sans avoir demande 
aucune autorisation au representant de TEntente elle a permis au Gommandement 
miUtaire de donner le 10/23 ^^.i Tordre d’envoyer des troupes a Aidin-Magnesie 
et Kassaba en dehors des limites du Sandjak de Smyrne. 

h) La meme autorite a volontairement laisse les populations dans Tignorance de 
Tetendue de roccupation. Elle a ainsi contribue a augmenter la surexcitation des 
habitants musulmans et par suite les desordres. 

5. — La responsabiEte des autorites superieures grecques est engagee par le 
fait qu’elles ont permis la circulation de civEs armes dans le pays. 

Pour quelques-unes de leurs operations miEtaires ou de police, elles ont meme 
tolere I’emploi de ces civils armes en meme temps que celui des troupes reguliferes. 

6. — La cause premiere des troubles qui se sont produits dans la vallee du 
Meandre resulte de Toccupation meme, faite sans justification. 

Les faits regrettables qui ont accompagne la marche et Tetablissement des 
troupes grecques, sont la consequence de Tetat de guerre dans lequel s’est trouve 
le pays des que ces troupes ont avance. 

Les haines qui existent depuis des siecles entre Turcs et Grecs en ont incontesta- 
blement augmente la firequence et la sauvagerie. 

Les Grecs ne sauraient, en toute justice, en 6tre rendus seuls responsables. 

Les memes considerations s’appliquent aux evenements qui se sont deroules dans 
les regions de Pergame et aux environs de Magnesie et d’Eudemich. 

N° 7. — Les Grecs sont au contraire seiEs responsables du massacre de Menemen. 
Ge massacre n’a pas ete prepare. Mais le Gommandement grec connaissant Tetat 
de surexcitation de ses troupes a la suite de Taffaire de Pergame aurait du et pu 
prendre des dispositions pour remettre en mains des troupes auxquelles Tenerve- 
ment, la fatigue et la peur ont fait commettre, sans aucune provocation, un veri- 
table massacre de civils turcs sans defense. 

Les oflBciers grecs presents a Menemen ont completement manque a leurs devoirs. 

N° 8. — Bien que la situation actuelle soit meilleure, le calme n’est pas encore 
retabli dans le VEayet d’Aidin. 

Presque toutes les transactions commcrciales avec I’interieur de I’Anatolie sont 
arretees. 

Cette situation est incontestablement le resultat de I’occupation et de Petat de 
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guerre quipersisteentrelesiiTeg'j-iers turci et les troupes xrecn-u^.S Lzencue 
n’etendent plus ieur zone d’occupatlon. 

Les chefs du mouvement national turc, cui asi'sen: de concert avec d'anciens 
chefs de bandes de brigands, n’ont pas toujours une autorite sutiiiante stir ieurs 
forces pour les empecher de se ii\Ter quekuefois a ties incurtiorZ iTeit rdsuite 
qu’une part de responsabilite Ieur incombe en ce qui concerr.e la situation actuelle 
du pays. 

Derriere Ieur responsabilite apparait celle du Gouverner- er.t turc ciui. vuscu a ce 
jour, n’avait aucune autorite sur les chefs du mouvement nati onal. ^ 


Xfj ^vlembres de Ic. C 

Mark Bristol, Buxgust, A. Dall’Olio, R. H. K^rz 


Document 7 
Trenie'Septilme seance 

Le 2 zzz.cre 

Le General Dall’Oiio fait la communication suivante : 

La Commission d'enquete doit examiner les faits qui ont accompaene et suiv: 
Foccupation des troupes grecques dans les regions de Sm\Tne, Aidin et AtX-ali, 
indiques en particulier dans la protestation adressee a la Conference de Paris par le 
Cheik-ui-Islam.^^ Par consequent, et puisque ces instructions sont renforcees par 
la prescription que la periode a examiner est comprise entre Foccupation heilenique 
et le 26 ou 29 juillet, je ne suis pas d’avis qu’on doit parler des raisons qui oni 
motive le debarquement et Foccupation des forts. Cette question n’est pas du 
ressort de la Commission d’enqu6te, mais de la Conference, et par consequent, je 
crois de mon devoir de maintenir mon point de vue, et je prie \ivement mes 
collegues de bien vouloir reconnaitre les raisons presentees par moi a ce sujet. 

En tout cas, je prie que cette declaration qui a un caractere general de reserve, 
soit inscrite dans le proces-verbal. 


Document 8 

III. Conclimons presentees par la Commission 

CONSTANTINOPLE, le ij octobre rgzg. 

I. — La situation creee a Sm^xne et dans le Vilayet d'Aidin par Foccupation 
heilenique est fausse parce que: 

a) L’occupation, qui n’avait en principe pour but que le maintien de Fordre, 
presente en realite toutes les formes d*une annexion. 

Le Haut Gommissaire grec exerce seul une autorite efficace. 

Les autorites turques qui sont restees en fonction n'ont plus aucun pouvoir reel. 
Elies ne resolvent plus d’ordre de Constantinople et par suite de la disparition 
presque complete de la police et de la gendarmerie turques eiles n’ont plus les 
moyens necessaires a Fexecution de leurs decisions ; 

b) L’occupation impose a la Grece des sacrifices militaires considerables hors de 
proportions avec la mission a remplir si cette mission est temporaire et ne doit avoir 
pour but que le maintien de Fordre; 
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c) Elie est incompatible, dans sa forme actuelle, avec le retour de Tordre et de la 
tranquiilite dont les populations, menacees par la famine, ont grand besoin. 

II. — La Commission estime; 

d Que si i'occupation militaire du pays ne doit avoir pour but que le maintien 
de ia securite et de Tordre public, cette occupation ne doit pas etre confiee aux 
troupes grecques, mais aux troupes alliees, sous Tautorite du Commandement 
superieur allie en Asie-^Iinbure; 

b] Que Toccupation par les Grecs seuls ne doit 6tre maintenue que si la Confe- 
rence de ia Paix est resoiue a prononcer Tannexion complete et definitive du pays 
a la Grece. 

Dans ce cas ia iiberte d 'action devra etre laissee au Commandement grec vis-a-vis 
des forces turques; 

c] Que Tannexion pure et simple envisagee ci-dessus serait contraire au principe 
proclamant le respect des nationalites, car dans la region occupee, en dehors de la 
vUie m^me de Sin>Tne et d’Aivali, la predominance de Telement turc sur Pelement 
grec est incontestable. 

II est du devoir de la Commission de faire remarquer que le sentiment national 
turc, qui a deja manifeste sa r&istance, n’acceptera pas cette annexion. II ne cedera 
qu’a la force, c’est-a-dire devant une expedition militaire que la Grece seule ne 
pourrait conduire avec quelque chance de succes. 

III. — Dans ces conditions, la Commission propose les mesures suivantes; 

a) Faire relever le plus tot possible tout ou partie des troupes grecques par 
des troupes alliees beaucoup moins nombreuses. 

b) Si, pour sauvegarder Tamour-propre grec, il est decide qu’une partie des 
troupes grecques coopereront a Poccupation, repartir ces troupes a Tinterieur de la 
region occupee pour ieur eviter tout contact direct avec les forces nationales 
turques. 

c) Des que Toccupation par les Allies sera realisee, exiger du Gouvernement turc 
ia reorganisation de la gendarmerie sous la direction et le commandement d’ofEciers 
interaUies. 

Cette gendarmerie devra etre mise le plus tot possible en etat d’assurer I’ordre 
dans toute la region et de remplacer dans ce but les detachements allies. 

d) En m^me temps que la reorganisation de la gendarmerie, le Gouvernement 
turc devra restaurer Tadministrarion civile. 

IV . — Les chefs du mouvement national ayant aflSrme a plusieurs reprises que 
leur opposition n’est dirigee que contre les Grecs, les mesures proposees doivent 
leur enlever tout motif de resistance armee et rendre au Gouvernement central de 
Constantinople Tautorite qu’il n’a plus. 

Rien ne devra plus empecher le licenciement des troupes irregulieres. 

Dans le cas contraire, PEntente saura enfin le cas qu’elle doit faire des protesta- 
tions de loyalisme faites par les Turcs, soit par les chefs du mouvement national, 
soit par les membres du Gouvernement. 


Les membres de la Commission: 


L’Amiral Bristol, 
Diligui des £tats-Unis d^Amerique. 
Le General Hare, 
DeU^ de la Grande-Bretagne. 


Le Gieneral Bunoust, 
Delegue de la France. 

Le General Dall’Olio, 
Delegue de Vltalie. 
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No. 18 


H. D. 88.] Xotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fke Greet 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room, Qua: d'Orsay, Paris, on Alondcj, 

Xovember lo, igig, at 10.30 c.in. 

Present: U.S,A,: Hon. F, L. Poik; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empires Sir E\Te Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xorrnan, 

Frances M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy \ M. de ]Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japani ]M. !Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A,: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 
G. Lothian Small. France: ^I. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanebi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A, : General Bliss, Colonel Embick, Mr. \\\ H. Buckler, Dr. I. Bow- 
man. 

British Empire: General Sack\ille-West, Colonel Kisch, Mr. Tufton, 
Mr. Forbes-Adam, Mr. A. Deeper, Mr. H. 'W. Malkin. 

France: M, Gambon, AI. Laroche, General Le Rond, General Bunoust, 
M. Fromageot, AI. Escoffier, M. de Percin. 

Italy: Commandant Mazzolini, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Gaiii, M. 
Stranieri, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I. M. DE Martino asked if he might deliver a message from M. Tittoni 

who wished to express his great regret at not being able to 
Italian suggestion rela- be present at that meeting; he w-as obliged to leave on the 
tive to the prolongation following day and was still ill in bed. He had particu- 

to tie able to come to that meeting to bid 
Council farewell to his colleagues. At the same time he had asked 

M. de Martino to submit to the Council a consideration 
which had occurred to him with respect to its w’ork. The Supreme Council 
had organized a Committee for the execution of the Treaty and that Com- 
mittee, called the Committee of Ambassadors, although other than Ambas- 
sadors might sit upon it, was to be entrusted with everything concerning the 
execution of the treaties;^ the Supreme Council, on the other hand w'as en- 
trusted with all w’^ork preparatory to the same treaties. In order to facilitate 
this division of labour and inasmuch as the large questions were at the moment 
not ready for settlement — such as the Treaty with Hungaiy% the question of 
the former Ottoman Empire and the Adriatic question — M. Tittoni \vished 
to ask the Council to consider the possibility of adjourning, after the signature 
of the Bulgarian Treaty, until one of those questions should be ready for 
settlement. In the meanwhile all remaining unfinished w'^ork relative to the 
execution of the treaties could be entrusted to the Committee of Ambassadors. 

M. Clemenceau replied that this question could not be raised without 
* See \'"ol. I, No. 21, minute i. 
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the consent of the Governments concerned. Of course three questions were 
raised by. this suggestion: he thought that the Hungarian question would be 
satisfactorily settled. The question of Turkey was a difficult one, but he was 
willing, and thought it necessaiy^, to take it up, and he felt that the British 
and American Go\^emments would agree with his view^s. The question of 
the Adriatic was a most delicate one but it must be admitted that the Council 
was not at fault. The responsibility lay entirely with Italy, The Italian 
Government had been incapable of executing the orders given by the Council. 
The Council had formally decided that only one Italian battalion should 
remain at Fiume,- but this order had been flagrantly violated in such a 
manner that it seemed clear that the Italian Government had no control 
over its army and na\y. The command at Fiume had passed to D’Annunzio. 
He was not hostile to Italy but he was obliged to point out that the Italian 
Government had not been able to make its orders respected. He had sup- 
ported the Italian point of view in a long telegram that he had sent to 
President "Wilson, but he was very much embarrassed as to what he should 
further say, since he had received a courteous but emphatic reply from 
President Wilson to the effect that it was useless to make agreements with 
a Government which assumed obligations that it could not fulfil. French 
soldiers had been killed at Fiume and the French Government had taken no 
action; but such a situation could not be prolonged indefinitely. 

DE ]Martino wished to be allow’ed to remark that a Government existed 
in Italy as well as in any other country. As to the point of being obeyed or 
not by the army at Fiume, it was in agreement with the Allied Governments 
that Italy abstained from attacking Fiume. If Italy was confronted with 
difficulties, of which the Council w^as well aware, that did not mean that the 
Itahan Government had not taken up the question of Fiume with the very 
best intentions of settling it properly. The Italian Government had shown 
a spirit of conciliation which he thought M. Clemenceau would appreciate. 

M. Clemenceau pointed out that nevertheless the fact remained that the 
Italian Government was not obeyed by its Navy. The greatest spirit of good 
will had been shown. For this reason no action had been taken as a result of 
the incidents at Fiume, but that situation must be put an end to. The post- 
ponement of the work of the Council could not be agreed to as long as that 
would result in the consolidation of the existing situation at Fiume. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed with M. Clemenceau, but felt that the points at 
issue with Germany and the Bulgarian question must first be settled before 
theie could be any thought of postponement. He thought that these questions 
might be settled before the end of the month, by which time he hoped that all 
other questions, except the Turkish one, would also be out of the way. He 
therefore felt that there was no great difficulty in practice; the object aimed at 
by A I. de \Iartino could be met without necessarily adopting his plea for an 
adjournment of the Conference now. 

Mr. Polk also agreed with M. Clemenceau and observed that there were 
two or three questions which had to be settled before an adjournment could 
^ See \ ol. I, No. 42, minute i and appendix A, and No. 43, minute 2. 
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be thought of. He was of the opinion that thiose questions could be settled 
before December ist. He also felt that it Vir'ould not be fair to turn sari 
questions over to the Committee of Ambassadors, v/hich v/as onh’ supposed 
to coordinate questions relating to the interpretation and execution of the 
Treaties. 

AI. Clemengeau appreciated the troubles the Italian Governinent had 
had to encounter. However, that Govemment must setue the cuestion of 
Fiume and get its army and na%y under control. 

M. DE h-lARTixo repeated that the Italian Government had tiie armv and 
na\w under control and was obeyed by them. If it had no: wished to take 
military action against jc’iume, it was because the Allied and Associated 
Powers had likewise not wished it. They had not wished to attack Fiume and 
a fortiori Italy had not wished to either. The sirjation there did not prevent 
his declaring that there w’as a Govemment in Italy and that the armv and 
na\y were under control of the Italian Govemment. 

M. Clemenceau declared that he must formally state that M. Titton: had 
said, not once but many times, that the Italian Government could not take 
Fiume because the army and navy would not obey the Government. He 
thought M. Tittoni could not contest this, and he wished this to be formally 
put on record. The fact that the Italian Government had to contend with 
a very delicate question was no reason for attempting to place the respon- 
sibility on the other AUied and Associated Powders, w*ho clearly could not be 
burdened therewith. 

Ivl. DE Martino said that such was not his intention, and that the sole 
question raised w^as one of expediting the work of the Council. M. Tittoni, 
W'ho had to leave for Italy on account of the political situation, had hoped to 
return to take up the discussion of the important questions alluded to. 

M. Clemenceau observ^ed that such a solution would greatly embarrass 
him in any reply to President Wilson.^ 

M. DE Martino said that he had transmitted the suggestion, but that if it 
were going to occasion great inconveniences he did not wish to insist upon it. 
(It was decided : 

to take no action on the Italian suggestion relative to the prolongation 
or postponement of the work of the Supreme Council.) 


German mmuipal 
elections in 
Upper Silesia 


(The Council had before it a note from the President of the German 
Delegation dated November 7th, 19 ig relative to municipal 
elections in Upper Silesia (see Appendix A).) 

M. Clemenceau pointed out that the proposed action of 
the German Government w^as in utter defiance of the de- 
cisions of the Supreme Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that strictly speaking the Council could not prevent 
such action on the part of the German Government before the Treaty came 
into force, but it could say that it had already w^arned that Government that 
such elections would not be recognized. 

3 For negotiations at that time concerning the question of the Adriatic see IV in this 
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M. Clemenceau agreed. 

:Mr. Polk also agreed. He presumed that the Council was sure of its legal 
ground when sending such an answer. 

It was decided ; 

that the Allied and Associated Powers should again inform the German 
Government that the municipal elections proposed to be held by it in 
Upper Silesia, prior to the coming into force of the Treaty, would not he 
recognized as valid. 


3 - 

\oteJrom ihe Si&'iss 
Legation relatke to 
insertion in Treaties 
still to he drafted and 
signed of clauses rela- 
tive to Su'iss neutrality 

4, Mr. Polk informed the Council that he had just received a telegram 
from Admiral Bristol to the effect that fighting between Greeks 
Situation in Turks had taken place near Soma because the Greeks had not 
obeyed the orders of General Milne not to advance the line of 
occupation until the 15 th of November and to wait until the Turkish army 
obeyed the orders given it to retire on November 12th, and that the Greeks 
had acted on the orders of their own Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired if this point had not already been raised by 
M. Venizelos at the preceding meeting of the Council. 

J^I. Clemengeau thought it had not. 

General Bunoust was sure that it had not. The point Sir Eyre Crowe had 
in mind was the incident at Nazilli. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that M. Venizelos should be asked to explain the 
incident referred to in the telegram read by Mr. Polk. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that the information contained in the telegram 
be sent to M. Venizelos and that he be asked for explanations. 

(This was agreed to.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the report of the Inter-Allied Commis- 
sion of Investigation at Smyrna dealt with two questions. The Commission 
had been appointed to investigate the complaints made by the Sheik-ul- 
Islam. The Council might unwittingly have given the Commission too large 
a mandate but it had never contemplated that the Commission should go so 
far as to advise it whether or not there should have been a Greek occupation. 
He proposed to separate the report into its two component parts. The 
question raised by the second part of the report had already been presented 

The Supreme Council ‘decided to act favourably upon the request of the Swiss Lega- 
tion [appendix B in original] relative to insertion in Treaties stiU to be drafted and signed 
of clauses relative to Swiss neutrality, analogous to Article 435 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany, and Article 375 of the Treaty of Peace with Austria*. 
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in an acute form as a result of M. Venizelos ordering Greek troops bevond 
the zone of occupation laid down by the Council -without consulting it. He 
thought that there was a good deal to be said for ]M, \ enizeios in this con- 
nexion inasmuch as he had sent many pressing communications to the Council 
which, owing to the great pressure oi work, had not been promptiv answered. 
The Council had ordered General Milne to determine the Greek zone of 
occupation; he had done so and on the other hand the Greek and Italian 
Governments, after satisfactory- negotiations, had agreed to a line of demarca- 
tion between their zones.^ He felt mat the other conclusions of the report might 
be accepted; but he was struck by the fact that a great deal of pernneni 
testimony had not been heard by the Commission, therefore it wms difficult 
for the conclusions of the report to be accepted unreser\-edly, although he 
rmght have been inchned to do so if he had not heard M. Venizeios’s explana- 
tions at the preceeding meeting. For instance, with respect to the affair at 
Menemen,^ M. Venizelos had pointed out that the Greek authorities had 
made an accurate count of the \dctims and found that only 20 had been 
killed, identifying them by name, wteeas the number fixed by the Commis- 
sion as a result of an investigation made by a French officer had olaced the 
number at several hundred. He did not feel qualified to state that a different 
procedure could have been adopted, but he felt that if the Greek side of the 
case could have been heard the conclusions of the report might have been 
different. In his opinion this w'as the one reserv-ation to be made when 
accepting the report. 

General Bunoust observed that some question had been raised as to the 
Commission going beyond the mandate given it. He wished to point out that 
the report submitted consisted of three parts: a summary- of the facts^ the 
fixing of the responsibilities, and the conclusions. This conformed not only 
to the spirit but to the letter of the Council's mandate contained in its telegram 
to the Commission of July 26, 1919 (see h.d. 13,7 minute 12). It had been 
suggested that the Commission was not justified in taking up the question 
of the expediency of the Greek occupation. He wished to reply that the 
complaint of the Sheik-ul-Islam to the Supreme Council had formed the 
basis of the investigation, and this complaint had pretended that the Greek 
occupation was unjustified. The Commission had therefore necessarily 
examined that question. To take up a question of detail, in an affair such as 
that at Menemen it was impossible for anyone to make an accurate estimate. 
The Commission did not insist upon the exactness of its figures but it was 
convinced that figures submitted by the Greeks could not be any more accu- 
rate. With respect to contradictory testimony he wished again to cite the 
affair at Menemen, where all the Turks had testified in one way and all the 
Greeks in another. The Commission had therefore tried to take the testi- 
mony of the witnesses who seemed to be the most reliable and it had taken 
a great deal of testimony- from French, English and Italian wdtnesses. The 

5 See Vol. I, No. 14, minute 4, and No. 70, minute 9. 

^ See paragraph 42 of document 3 in appendix A to No. 1 7. 

7 No. 17 in Vol. I. 
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testiniony of M. Laplaiiche, a French employee of the railroad, had estab- 
lished that the day before the massacre in question the Turks had claimed 
that they feared a massacre and the Greeks had been informed of this but 
had taken no precautionary measures. The Greek battalion retreating from 
Pergamum had indeed been subjected to outrages, but when it once reached 
Menemen net a single shot had been fired at it. Many Greek witnesses 
claimed to have heard and seen shots but not one of them had been able to 
substantiate his evidently false statements. The Commission did not insist 
that the Greeks had prepared this massacre, but it was convinced that they 
had done absolutely nothing to prevent it and that the Greek authorities 
'svere obviously incompetent. 

Sir Eyre Crowe had never doubted that the Commission had proceeded 
in the most sincere and honourable way, but, as M. Venizelos had pointed 
out, ihe principal accused parties had not been heard. He had felt that 
although it had possibly been well not to acquaint the Greek representative 
with the names of the witnesses, it might have been possible to give him the 
depositions without giving him the names of the witnesses. But even this had 
not been done. He could not say that the conclusions of the report would 
have been different had such procedure been adopted, but it was evident 
that they might have been; therefore these conclusions were not entirely 
satisfactory. When the procedure adopted by the Commission had been 
brought to the attention of the Council it had not approved thereof; but it 
had then been too late to make an effective change.® However, he did not 
wish to insist unduly upon this point for on the whole M. Venizelos had 
accepted the substance of the report, inasmuch as he recognized that abuses 
had been committed and had meted out punishment therefor. Furthermore, 
calm now reigned in and around Sm>Tna, and in fact everywhere except those 
points W'here Greeks w’ere in armed contact with Turks. He felt that the 
Greeks had done their best and that on the whole they had succeeded rather 
well. 

M. Clemengeau wished to ask General Bunoust if he felt that calm did in 
fact reign in the occupied territories. 

General Bunoust said that it did in the town of Smyrna, but that else- 
where the calm w^as only apparent and might well cease to exist at any 
moment. Furthermore, the town of Smyrna was nothing in comparison with 
the entirety of the occupied territories. There certainly was no calm at Aidin. 

Clemengeau inquired if the Greeks had withdrawn again within the 
Sandjak of Smyrna. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that General Milne had established a line 
beyond which the Greeks were to retire, ^ and they had done so. There was, 
however, a small mangle in the region of Aidin where General Milne had 
proposed the following alternative: either the Greeks should be permitted to 
advance beyond the line of occupation previously laid down, or they should 
withdraw to a hne behind the one at present held by them. In the latter 
event, General Milne had recommended an Inter-AUied occupation— i.e. 

* See No. i, minute 3. 
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Greek, French and English — of the triangle comprised benveen the present 
line of Greek occupation and that to which they would be forced to ’/riirh- 
draw. This solution, including the exclusion of Italian troops from the pro- 
posed Inter-Allied force of occupation, had been discussed and approved by 
the Supreme Council (see h.d. 66) ,9 although he himself had found it 
difficult to agree with that conclusion. He felt that an Inter- Allied occupa- 
tion would be the best solution possible, but it had not proven feasible. He 
was convinced of the impossibility of telling the Greeks to evacuate and of 
letting the Turks in. 

;Mr. Polk inquired if the town of Soma was in the vicinity of Aidin. 

M. DE Martino explained that it was to the north of Smyrna. He wished 
to point out the following facts with respect to the region of Aidin. ^Vhen the 
question was submitted to the Council as a result of General Milne’s report 
three solutions became possible: to leave the Greeks w’here they were, to let 
the Turks occupy this territoiy^, or else to effect an Inter-Allied occupations 
necessarily including the Greeks in such a force since they were already there. 
Turkish occupation had not been considered. But when the point of Inxer- 
AUied occupation was raised there was no longer a question of a line of 
demarcation between Greek and Italian zones of occupation; it w’as a 
question, on the one hand, of Italian occupation, and on the other hand, of 
Inter- Allied occupation. He felt that when the word Tnter-AUied’ was used 
Italy could not be excluded. What had been decided upon w*as, he thought, 
contrary to the view of the French Government, because M. Pichon had told 
him before the meeting that M, Clemenceau’s point of view favoured Inter- 
Allied occupation with Italian troops. He did not intend to resuscitate that 
question, which had already been decided, but he did wish to say that 
according to information he had received from Constantinople the solution 
which had been adopted had produced a very bad impression, inasmuch as 
it had been interpreted as a proof of discord between the Great Powers. He 
felt that if the Allies, all of whom had interests in Moslem countries, did not 
give evidence of solidarity towards the Moslem world they would expose 
themselves to the greatest danger in the future. He had spent eleven years 
in Moslem countries and could affirm that within ten or fifteen years the 
Allies would have the greatest difficulty in maintaining their Moslem 
colonies. The exclusion of Italian troops had made the Turks think that 
something queer was happening. When he had read the minutes of the 
meeting, at which he had not been present, he had seen that the reason given 
for exclusion of Italian troops from Aidin was the fear of disagreement and 
conflict with the Greeks. He wished to insist that these fears had no founda- 
tion. The Italian Government had come to two agreements with Greece. 
One of lesser importance, relative to the provisional line of demarcation 
between Greek and Italian troops,iothe other a more general agreement.^^ 
He knew that the Allies were pleased that this latter agreement had been 

9 No. 70 (minute 9) in VoL I. See Vol. I, No. 14, minute 4. 

A text of this agreement is printed by A Giaimini: I documenti diplomatici della pace 
orientale (Rome [1922]), pp. 27-30, 
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reached. In view of the terms of this latter agreement, wliich laid down a 
common line of action with a view to avoiding any cause of disagreement or 
conflict, he felt sure that if the Italian troops had encountered the Greek 
troops at Aidin no conflict would have taken place between them. He would 
like to have hi. Venizelos himself questioned on this point. He wished to 
bring all this to the attention of the Coimcil as a matter of record, although 
he did not intend at that time to reopen the question of Aidin. 

hiR. Polk inquired if the agreements referred to had been put on record. 

M. DE Martino replied that the agreement respecting the line of demarca- 
tion had been put on record*® and that the other had not. 

hlR. Polk presumed that there was no objection to it being put on record. 

hi. DE hLA.RTENO thought not, and said that he would speak to M. Tittoni 
on the matter. 

hi. Glemen’ceau remarked that General Milne had proposed three solu- 
tions : as two of them were impossible, he suggested the other be adopted. 

Sir Eyius Crowe stated that he had asked M. Venizelos if the Greeks were 
certainly able to hold the territory in question and had been told that they 
could. 

M. Clemenceau thought that the Greeks should then be allowed to 
remain at Aidin. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

hi. CLEiiENCEAC pointed out that it should not be forgotten that all those 
questions of occupation were purely provisional. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

M. DE hlARTiNO agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that General MUne had asked that the 
Greeks, if they alone were to supply the occupying forces, be allowed to 
advance beyond the present line of occupation, as that was a necessary condi- 
tion of their being able to hold the Aidin region. 

Mr. Polk asked if General Mflne had not made it clear that this proposed 
advance would necessarily mean further fighting between the Greeks and 
Turks. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied in the afiirmative. 

Mr. Polk stated that he would have to make a reservation on this point. 
His Government had no troops to send, therefore although he could not 
unconditionally object to this solution, his Government did not wish to assent 
thereto, and felt that it must decline all responsibility. 

Sir Eyre Crowe; said it had been found impossible to find French or 
British troops to occupy this territory, but he hoped the point might again be 
raised and that M. Glemenceau might once more examine the possibility of 
sending French troops. 

M. Glemexceau said that he would again raise the question and would 
let Sir Eyre Crowe know on the following day, but he felt that he would not 
be successful inasmuch as France had no troops to spare. He thought it was 
no use for the Council to shut its eyes to the fact that the Turks would con- 
tinue to harass the Greeks. If troops were sent to this region it would result 
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in protecting the Greeks from attacks which they had brought upon them- 
selves. 

Mr. Polk said that he hesitated to express an opinion inasmuch as his 
Government could do nothing to help the situation by sending troops. Bu: 
he wished to put himself on record as insisting that any further difficulties or 
fighting in Asia Minor would certainly make the ultimate settlement of the 
Turkish question more difficult. The Turks and Greeks would always fight 
each other; therefore, he felt that any decision which would necessarily bring 
them into closer and further armed contact was bad in principle. 

M. Glemengeau observed that even if it were found possible to send an 
Inter- Allied force, that would not solve the question of conflicts between the 
Greeks and Turks. The fact of having [Pthe]^^ troops at Aidin would not 
have prevented fighting in Soma. M. Venizelos had rather taken the Council 
to task and it could not leave unanswered some of the points raised by him. 
It was perhaps true that the procedure adopted had not always been the best. 
He suggested that an answer be sent to M. Venizelos stating in substance 
that, although M. Venizelos’ complaints as to the procedure adopted might 
have been justified in certain particulars, nevertheless he himself (M. Veni- 
zelos) had recognized that abuses had been committed, and further recom- 
mending to M. Venizelos the use of extreme caution in the future. In the 
same letter M. Venizelos should be informed of the decision taken with 
respect to maintaining Greek troops in Aidin and he should be forcibly 
reminded that all occupation was purely provisional. 

General Bunoust wished to point out that the Council proposed to tell 
M. Venizelos in effect that the Commission had not proceeded in the way it 
should have. He wished to warn the Council that any such action would be 
an impeachment of its own decisions. The Council in its instructions of 
July 26th had marked out the exact line of action which had since been 
followed by the Commission, and subsequently had decided that Colonel 
Mazarakis should not be present at the meetings of the Commission (see 
H.n. 31).^^ He wished to add that the Commission, in recommending an 
Inter- Allied occupation, had desired to test the sincerity of the Turks who had 
repeatedly proclaimed that they only objected to an occupation by the Greeks. 

M. Clemenceau replied that the Council had no wish to blame the Com- 
mission in any way. The question was whether the instructions had been well 
worded. He suggested that M. Berthelot prepare an answer to M. Venizelos, 
to be submitted to the Council, taking into account the \iews expressed at 
that meeting. 

It was decided: 

(1) to ask M. Venizelos for explanations relative to the conflict between 

Greeks and Turks near Soma, reported in a despatch from Constan- 
tinople dated November 8, 1919 ; 

(2) that M. Berthelot should prepare, for submission to the Council, a 

reply to M. Venizelos, taking into account the views expressed by 
the Council at that meeting. 

The text here is uncertain. No. 35 (minute 3) in Vol. I. 
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5- [The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation regarding 
the exportation to Russia of German munitions and war 
Expcr:ai:sr. :o I^sia j^aterial (see Appendix C).) 

Sir Eyre Cro'we summarized the note from the British 
Delegaiion. He thought there was a good deal to be said in 
fa-v-our of helping General Denikin but he wished to point out that his Govern- 
ment --.vas already heavily committed in supplying the northern Russian forces. 

M. CLEMEXCEAr thought that the manufacture and exportation in question 
could be stopped as soon as the Treaty had been put into force. 

Mr. Polk asked if it was proposed to do anything at that moment. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the manufacture and exportation could be 
stopped at once. 

AIr. Polk wondered if this was wise. He inquired if any right existed to 
stop this manufacture and exportation at the present time. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that this right existed even under the Armistice. 
This was clear from the fact that the Germans themselves, in asking per- 
mission for this manufacture and exportation, recognized that the right to 
prohibit it existed under the Armistice. 

Mr. Polk wished to know what the reason was for prohibiting this manu- 
facture and exportation; w’as the idea that ammunition factories should not 
be put into operation or was it in order not to help General Denikin? 

M. Clemenceau suggested that the Germans be told that they could not 
manufacture and export the munitions and material in question. 

Mr. Polk said that he objected to these supplies being furnished by 
Germans but he did approve sending such supplies to General Denikin. If 
anyone else could supply him with the material in question he would be in 
favour of it. He wished to know who was going to pay for this material and 
how' the pa^Tnent would be made. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that he was not sure. He thought that perhaps 
Bolshevist money would be used in payment. 

M. Berthelot observed that the trouble was that there was no way of 
controlling the destination of this material. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the same group of manufacturers and 
exporters also supplied Colonel Bermont. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that a reply be sent that inasmuch as the 
Council had no control over the use and destination of the munitions and 
war material in question, and could not even be sure that part thereof would 
not find its way into the hands of elements hostile to the Allied and Associated 
Powers, the Council could not sanction the manufacture and despatch of the 
mumtions and war material in question. He asked who would convey this 
information and to whom the communication would be sent. 

Sir Eyre Grow^e said that he would send this answer to the British 
Military Representative in Berlin, in the name of the Council, for transmis- 
sion by him to the proper parties. 

It was decided: 

that Sir Eyre Crowe, in the name of the Council, should inform the 
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British Military Representative at Berlin, for transmission bv him to the 
proper parties, that inasmuch as the Council had no control'over the use 
and destination of the munitions and war material in (juestion, and could 
not even be sure that part thereof would not find its wav into the hands of 
elements hostile to the Allied and Associated Powers, the Council could not 
sanction the manufacture and despatch of the munitions and war material 
in question (see Appendix C). 

6. (The Council had before it a note from the Drafting Committee relative 
Reply of President meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 

Wilson regarding (see Appendix D).) 

the convocation of M. Fromageot read and commented upon the note of 
the first meeting of the Drafting Committee and explained that what was pro- 
th Council of the posed therein was not a formal convocation of the first meet- 

eague o i Council of the League of Nations prior to the 

deposit of ratifications of the Treaty with Germany but only informal warn- 
ing information. 

]Mr. Polk asked whether, assuming that the only thing the Council would 
do at its first meeting would be to nominate the Commission of Delimitation 
for the Sarre District, it would not be sufficient to call the meeting for the dav 
after the deposit of ratifications. 

M. Fromageot replied that if it was sure that nothing further had to be 
done it would be sufficient. It was possible, however, that many and serious 
questions would have to be taken up especially in the event of the United 
States ratifying the Treaty prior to the first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. It was therefore better to take all preliminary precau- 
tions even if they should eventually prove useless. 

Mr. Polk thought that he would have to ask for an adjournment. He did 
not see the necessity for all these various notices. The question had once been 
very simple but it was not [now] becoming very complicated. The only 
question he wished to raise was: did the President of the United States have 
the power to call the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 
before the deposit of ratifications? If not, he thought the President could 
issue such a call on the day of the deposit of ratifications and that the meeting 
could be held the following day. 

M. Fromageot said that the solution proposed by the Drafting Committee 
involved no convocation which might be deemed premature. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that a further point had been raised: the United 
States might or might not ratify the Treaty prior to the date of the deposit 
of ratifications. Mr. Polk’s point was only based on the United States not 
having ratified- The proposal of the Drafting Committee covered both 
contingencies. 

Mr. Polk said that he would refer the matter to his Government although 
he felt confident that there would be no objection. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would have to make a small reservation with 
respect to the place of the first meeting- There had been some pre\dous dis- 
cussion on this point of whether the meeting should be in Paris, or in London 
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where the machinery of the League of Nations already existed. When the 
point had come up before the Council the British Delegation had not agreed 
that the meeting should be held in Paris. Since that time he had obtained 
his Governments consent to holding the first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations in Paris if no other business was to come before the Council 
than ihe nomination of the members of the Commission of Delimitation for 
ihe Sarre District. That was all that he could agree to at the present time 
but he would try to obtain further consent for the first meeting of the Council 
to be held in Paris irrespective of the business to be transacted at that meeting. 

M. Glemenceau observed that he of course could not make any statement 
as to what would be on the agenda at the first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

Mr. Polk thought that there was a great deal of unnecessary trouble in 
connection with this question. It was proposed to be entirely prepared for 
an important meeting of the Council on the day of the deposit of ratifications. 
Apparently that day would be somewhere in the neighbourhood of November 
25th. If that was so his Governmenf s Delegate could not reach Paris in 
time, even if the United States had already ratified the Treaty. 

M. Berthelot thought that the deposit of ratifications could be ejffected 
on or about November syth, as far as the Allied and Associated Powers were 
concerned. It had become e\ddent from various sources that the Germans 
would not sign the protocol without raising various difficulties. If the deposit 
of ratifications were delayed it would be on account of the German attitude. 

It was decided: 

to approve the recommendations of the Drafting Committee relative to 
the convocation of the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 
(see Appendix D) with the following reservations : 

(1) that Mr, Polk would refer the matter to his Government. 

(2) that Sir Eyre Crowe would refer to his Government the question of 

holding the first meeting of the Council in Paris irrespective of the 
business to be transacted at said first meeting. 


7. (The Council had before it a draft answer, prepared by the Commission 
on Belgian Affairs, to the note of the German Delegation of 
ike German O^^^ber srd,^^ relative to the organization of the Plebiscites 

turn of Oct 3rd 2.t Eupen and Malmedy. (See Appendix E).) 

relative to the organi- It was decided : 

approve the draft answer, prepared by the Commission 
Malmedy Belgian Affairs, to the note of the German Delegation of 

October 3rd, relative to the organization of the Plebiscites at 
Eupen and Malmedy. (See Appendix E.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


H 6 tel de Crillon, 

Paris^ November 10^ igig. 


See No. 16, appendix B. 

270 



PARIS, Xoiember 7. 


Appendix A to No. 18 
President of the German Delegation. 

No. 48. 

From: Baron von Lersner. 

To: President Glemenceau. 

I have the honour to reply as follows to the note of the Allied and Associated 
Powers of October 30, 1919, No. 1251.^5 

The news that the Prussian Government expects very’ shortly, or more exactlv, 
on November 9, igiQj to conduct municipal elections in Upper Silesia, is authentic. 

In Prussia, prior to the revolution, the so-called three-classes right of vote was 
in force, according to which the electors were divided according to taxation into 
three classes each one of which elected one-third of the municipal represeataiives. 
Thus, the greater were the differences in the taxations represented by the electors 
of one commune, the greater was the weight of the votes of the superior classes, and 
the more plutocratic was the right of vote. This institution of the former state was 
abandoned immediately after the revolution in favour of equal universal suffrage. 

Although the elections have already taken place throughout the rest of Prussia, 
according to the new form, the municipal representation in Upper Silesia is still 
operated according to the old form. This situation is the more insupportable in 
that the local professional development has greatly exaggerated the difference 
betw'een the poor and rich, and as, up to the present time, especially in the com- 
munes in which are located the mines and factories, the first and second classes are 
almost exclusively composed of the owners, contractors and directors of these 
establishments, and these classes choose from among themselves about two-thirds 
of the municipal commissioners. 

For this reason, and now that tranquillity and order have been restored in Upper 
Silesia, the German Government can no longer defer the municipal elections, 
delayed for numerous motives, and especially on account of riots. This is the more 
necessary in that the municipal elections are conducted in anticipation of the 
intermediary elections for the Landtags of districts and provinces, in particular the 
new provincial constitution of Upper Silesia can only be applied as a basis of these 
elections. 

In the course of the municipal elections, the interests of the portion of the popu- 
lation of Polish tongue will also be given due consideration. It is known that the 
Polish elements in Upper Silesia are found among tlie poorest part of the popula- 
tion, and for that reason it is clear that the maintenance of the superannuated 
voting system, and of the municipal representation thereby instituted, would he 
unrepresentative of the rights of that part of the population. 

AU guarantees are given for full liberty in the conduct of the elections. In 
particular, the Government has ordered, in favour of the Upper Silesia [n] 
fugitives, that upon their return to their domicile they will be given an opportunity 
to register on the supplementary lists of electors. 

Finally, concerning the Peace Treaty, there is no motive given therein, in 
particular in the annex of Article 88, tending to prevent the Prussian State from 
exercising its sovereignty rights by insuring, until the entry into force of the Treaty, 
the administration of the territory which is to be submitted to a plebiscite in the 
future, or that the question of the elections is to be in any manner submitted to the 
competency of the International Council. 

See No. 8, minute 5 and appendix F. 
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The German Government entertains no doubt that, under these circumstances 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers will forego their original objections to 
these elections in Upper Silesia, considering that the Powers have declared their 
intention to pave the way for democratic principles in their establishment of peace. 

Accept, etc. 

Baron von Lersner. 


Appendix G to No. i8 

J\ote bj the IBritisK] Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 

The British Delegation has received a despatch from the British Military Repre- 
sentative at Berlin containing the following information: — 

"There is a definite Group in Berlin known as the Anti-Bolshevik League. 
They meet at the Adlon Hotel. 

The members are : — 

German', — General von Lettow Vorbeck. 

Graf, von Donau. 

Prof- Schiemann. 

"StafT OflBcers — ^Hauptman von Lubers. 

Lieut. Danks. 

Russian : — ^BogdanofF, Russian merchant from Rostow. 

Podalinski, formerly Governor of S. Russia. 

Beck. Marmarcheff (formerly mixed up with Bermont) . 

Noske sometimes attends meetings. Probably only internal anti-Bolshevik 
measures are discussed in his presence. 

This group have been, and still are, engaged in organizing the despatch of 
munitions to Denikin and munitions and money to Bermont. 

They obtain their munitions from the Schilde Konsortium, Schwabische- 
strasse, 30, Berlin, W. 30. Krupps and Stilerhave representatives working with 
Schilde in this office.’ 

At its meeting on Saturday, October nth, the Supreme Council decided that 
the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control set up by Articles ‘203-210 of the Treaty 
of Peace with Germany should direct, if they found it possible, that Russian arms, 
munitions and war material retained by Germany should be delivered to the 
Russian Armies recognized by the Allied and Associated Governments.^^ 

The transaction described in the above quoted extract from General Malcolm’s 
despatch, however, is apparently concerned with new ammunition manufactured 
by a firm in which Krupp is largely interested, and is therefore not covered by the 
Supreme Council’s resolution of October iith. 

It would accordingly appear necessary for the Supreme Council to decide the 
two following questions of principle: — 

(jj WTiether Germany is to be encouraged to proceed with the manufacture of 
ammunition. 

(2) Whether it is desirable to facilitate the supply of German war material to 
the Army of General Denikin. 

Xovember yth^ igig^ 

See Vol. I, No. 72, minute 6. 
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Appendix D to No. i8 
Document i 

Jsotefor the Supreme Council relative to the First Meeting of the Council of the League 

of Nations 

1 . It would seem to be acknowledged on the one hand, that the order of the day 
for the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations depends on the rati£' 
cation of the Treaty by the American Senate, the important questions being 
reserved until that time, — and on the other hand, that the designation cf the 
representatives may depend on this order of the day, that is to say on the import- 
ance of the questions to be considered. 

2. However, in case the American ratification ^vouid allow the consideration 
of important questions in the first meeting of the Council, there would be a great 
advantage in ha\ing this consideration take place at as early a date as possible, 
because, if this ratification had to be awaited to prepare the first meeting oi the 
Council, there would be a regrettable loss of time. 

It would therefore seem useful at the present time to anticipate the first meeting, 
while reserving the order of the day and the liberty of the Powers to designate their 
representatives in consequence. 

3. With this end in view, the President of the United States could, at this time, 
notify the Powers that the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 
%\t 11 be held at Paris immediately after the signing of the Proces-\"erbal of the 
deposit of the ratifications of the Treaty and that an official convocation will foUow, 
as soon as possible, giving the date and order of the day. 

4. This note might be addressed by the President of the United States to the 
interested diplomatic missions at Washington, and the official convocation, 
addressed by the President of the United States, conformably with the Treaty, 
could be delivered on the spot by the American representative at the Peace Con- 
ference to the President of the Conference, and by the latter to the representative 
of each interested Power. 


Document 2 

Proposed Note to be addressed by the President of the United States to the Interested 
Diplomatic Missions at Washington relative to the First Aleeting of the Council oj 

the League of Nations 

The President of the United States of America has the honour to inform the 

Government of that the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 

will be held at Paris immediately after the signing of the first Proces-Verbal of the 
deposit of ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles. 

The date, hour and order of the day of this meeting will be advised in the official 
convocation ■which the President of the United States wtU request the American 
representative to the Peace Conference to transmit on the spot to each interested 
Power, through the kindness of the President of the Conference. 

Punctuation as in original. 
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Appendix E to No. i8 

Proposed Reply to the Letter of the German Delegation of October 3 on the Question 
of Eupen and Malmedy^ submitted to the Supreme Council by the Commission on 

Belgian Affairs^^ 


Mr- President: 

In reply to your letter of October 3 last, relative to the circles of Eupen and 
Malmedy,^*^ I have the honour to inform you that the interpretation given to this 
communication is not in conformity either with the letter or the spirit of Article 34 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 

A glance at this article suffices to show immediately that the intention of the 
Allied and Associated Powers was not to institute a plebiscite at Eupen and Mal- 
medy similar to that to be operated in Upper Silesia or Schleswig, but to allow 
those of the inhabitants of the interested circles, who desire to see the territory to 
which they belong maintained under German sovereignty, to freely express their 
■wish. 

If furthermore, reference be made to the reply of the Allied and Associated 
Powers made to the observations of the German Delegation under date of June 16, 
1919, the interpretation of Article 24 [34] leaves no room for doubt. 

In the covering letter accompanying this reply, it is said that the plebiscite pro- 
vided for in Article 34 will be organized ‘with such precautions that the freedom 
of vote shall be entire*. Belgium, who is to assume full responsibility for all the 
necessary measures, will not fail to assume, in conformity with this obligation and 
under the conditions provided for by the Treaty, the free manifestation of the will 
of the inhabitants. 

The last paragraph of Article 34 furthermore obliges Belgium to report the 
result of the popular expression to the League of Nations, and to accept its decision. 
The League of Nations, under whose auspices the plebiscite will thus take place, 
as confirmed by the reply of June 16 (Part II, Section I),^° will therefore be fully 
qualified to deal with the conditions under which the plebiscite will be effected, 
which is to be the base of its decision, and to take, in consequence, the necessary 
measures. 

Please accept, etc., 

The original French text of this note, dated November lo, 1919, and signed by 
M. Clemenceau, is printed in the Journal Offidel of the League of Nations for 1920, No. 4, 
p. 165. 

The quotation is in the sense but not the words of the original. Gf. British and Foreign 
State Papers {igig)^ vol. cxii, p. 250. 

Op. cit., vol. cxii, pp. 260-1. 
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No, 19 


H. D. 89.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fire Great 
Powers held in M, Pichon'^s Room, Quai d'Orsaj, Paris, on Tuesday. 

November ii, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.I Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire i Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France-, M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy': M. de Martino; secretary, AI. Barone Russo. 

Japan": M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S,A.\ Gapt. B. Winthrop. Briiish Empire: Capr. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Jvfassigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. !Mantoux. 

The following ^ve^e also present for items in which ihey were concerned : 
U,S.A,: Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: Lieut. -Colonel Kisch, Mr. E. H. Carr, Mr. K. W. Malkin. 
France: M. Gambon, M. Hennitte, M. Kammerer, M. Fromageot, 
M. Escoifier, M. de Percin. 

Italy: M, Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, AI. Pilotti. 

Japan: M, Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I. M. Berthelot said that the members of the Council had received the 

draft reply to M. Venizelos which he had been asked to prepare, 
^f^'^Veni^los Called the attention of the Council to the fact that two 
questions on the subject of Smyrna had not been discussed the 
day before: M. Venizelos, on one hand, complained of the conditions which 
had governed the censorship, and expressed his intention of establishing a 
Greek censorship at Smyrna; on the other hand, the Inter-Allied High 
Commissioners at Constantinople had sent them on November 3rd a note in 
which they criticized the attitude of the Greek High Commissioner at Smyrna ; 
the latter tended more and more to substitute his action as well to that of the 
High Commissioners as to that of the Turkish officials. In the draft reply 
which he had prepared he had taken those two points into consideration. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was of opinion that the question should be examined at 
the next meeting, but he wished to state immediately that he did not entirely 
agree with M. Berthelot: was it possible for the Allies to supervise the Greek 
authorities at Smyrna from Constantinople? Besides, perhaps the draft letter 
pointed out too clearly to Venizelos that he was wrong. 

M. Clemenceau agreed to adjourn the examination of the draft prepared 
by M. Berthelot. 

(The examination of the draft reply to M. Venizelos was adjourned.) 

2. Mr. Polk wished to read a telegram addressed to the Supreme Council 
by the Secretary of Labour of the United States in his capacity as President 
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of tlie International Labour Conference (see Appendix A).! He explained 
that the American Delegation would not assume the re- 
Communicaiionfrom gponsibility for the terms of this communication. On the 
ihe Labour Confer- hand, from the information he had received from 

ence at as mg on Lersner, most of the German delegates had re- 

served berths which were leaving between November 15th and 20th. He 
would know the next day whether all the delegates had been able to secure 
berths. 

M. Clemenceau did not see what they could do for the time being. 


(The Council had before it a letter from the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delega- 
tion (see Appendix B)* and a report from the New States 
Commission, dated November 8th, 1919, (see Appendix C). 3 
M. Kammerer read and commented upon the report of 
the Commission, and upon the draft letter to the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Delegation appended to said report. He wished to 
caU the attention of the Council to the fact that the Com- 


Observations of the 
Serb -Croat-Slovene 
Delegation regard- 
ing the Minorities 
Treaty 


mission had been unanimous in thinking that it was satisfactory to send to the 
Serb Delegation a reply which would interpret the Treaty. The only dis- 
agreement was on one point. The drafting of Article 1 1 in the Serbian 


^ Not printed. The telegram in question, dated from Washington on November 8, 1919, 
read as follows; ‘The officers of the International Labour Conference at Washington are 
authorized to state that the Conference considers that it is of the highest importance for the 
success and value of the work of the Conference, that the German and Austrian Delegations 
should participate in all deliberations and decisions in regard to the questions on the agenda. 
They would recall the fact that the decision in favour of the participations of these nations 
was approved by the whole conference with only one dissentient vote. 

‘The Conference can hardly prolong its sittings beyond the end of November. 

‘They would therefore request the Supreme Council to take such action as will (facilitate) 
the arrival of the German and Austrian Delegations at Washington at the earliest possible 
moment. 

‘They also think that they should point out that engagements have been entered into at 
Paris in this matter. W. B. Wilson, President, H. B. Butler, Secretary-General.’ 

2 Not printed. This letter to M. Clemenceau, dated at Paris, November 5, igiQj was 
in two parts. The first concerned the treaty of peace with Austria and stated that ‘although 
several of our very important requests have not been admitted in the Treaty with Austria, 
the Royal Government is ready to sacrifice them to the general interest, in order not to 
create difficulties for the Peace Conference. Yet this Delegation considers it necessary to 
draw the careful attention of the Supreme Council to an economic question of vital interest 
to our country and which should be discussed now, it being in close connexion with the 
Treaty of Peace with Austria.’ This question concerned the assignment to Yugoslavia of 
a just and adequate proportion of the tonnage of the former Austro-Hungarian merchant 
fleet. The matter was considered by the Supreme Council under minute 4 below (not 
printed); it was decided that the Reparation Commission should be requested to hear a 
'Jugoslav representative regarding such distribution of shipping between Italy and Yugo- 
sla\’ia, and that the ‘Commission be informed that it is the desire of the Supreme Council 
that the Yugo-Slav request be considered with the utmost care.’ 

The second part of the Yugoslav letter concerned the Minorities Convention and is 
printed with minor verbal variation by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, pp. 508—13. 

3 Not printed. This report is printed with minor verbal variation, ibid., vol. xiii, 
pp. 51^-ig. 
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Treaty was different from the correspondins^ arnclc in the other Min'-rries 
Treaty. Following M. Tittoni's suggestioit, the Supreme Cormcil had indeed 
decided on September ist to replace in the article in question, for :::e 
Serbian Treaty, the words ‘proceder de telle maniere* by the ^.verds 'prendre 
telies mesures.’-^ On the other hand, the corresponding Znsrlhh text 
the same in all the Treaties, viz : "take such action.' The majority vras of the 
opinion that this difference in the drafting of the French text did not alter tlie 
sense and that nothing opposed itself to their informing the Serbs thereof. 
On the contraiy^ the Italian Delegation was of the opinion tha: ii "ivould he 
wiser to abide, \\ithout further explanation, 'Aith the decision of the 5 up rente 
Council. On the whole, they believed that their reply was of such a nature as 
to satisfy the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation, except with regard to the 
Macedonian question. However, one difficulu' still remained: it was likely 
that the Serbian Delegation might feel it hard lo accept the decision of 
the Council which asked that it should recognize the right of option under the 
conditions provided in Article 4, for persons of Turkish nationality. The 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation would perhaps put for-Aurd objections on this 
point. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether there were any reasons to believe that the 
Serbs would make difficulties on this point. 

M. Kammerer said that in a private conversation, at a time when the 
question of a special clause on the subject had come up in the Minorities 
Treaty, hi, Trumbic had expressed some doubt. He thought that the 
Belgrade government would find it easier to make a simple declaration. 

Mr. Polk said he approved the report of the Commission; but asked 
whether it would not be easier to obtain the assent of the Serbo-Croat-Slovene 
Delegation if they were to give M, Trumbic the satisfaction of being heard 
by the Council. This would facilitate his task in his own counm', for it 
could not then be said that the Conference had refused to hear the Serb 
Delegation. 

M. Ka^^imerer said that from the veiy^ beginning the New States Com- 
mission had decided to hear no one. 

Mr. Polk remarked that one of the grievances of the Roumanians, which 
was unjustified, was that they had not been heard by the Council. He did 
not wish to insist, but they might give them such satisfaction if they were 
heard; this might be the best way of obtaining their signature. 

M. Clemexceau asked whether this might not be the source of further 
delays. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Commission felt sure that the Serbo-Croat- 
Slo\’'ene Delegation would be content purely and simply ^vith the letter -which 
was going to be sent. 

NI. Kammerer answered that except with regard to Article 4, they had 
every reason to think the Serbs would sign. It might perhaps be wise to send 
them immediately the letter w^hich the Commission had prepared: if they 
had any objections to make, the Council might hear them. 

See Voi. I, No. 48, minute :. 
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M. Clemenceau asked whether the Italian Delegation maintained its 
reservations regarding article ii. 

' M . DE Martino stated that they did not insist for the sake of conciliation, 
but it was understood that the two expressions were of the same value; one 
could not conceive an intervention of the League of Nations if the League 
could not take such measures as might be opportune. 

It was decided: 

(1) to approve the report presented by the New States Commission with 

regard to the observations of the Serbo-Croat-Slovene Delegation 
on the Minorities Treaty; 

(2) that the President of the Conference should send to that Delegation 

the draft reply as prepared by the New States Commission. 


4 - 

Allotment of merchant 
tonnage to Italy and 
the Serbo-Croat- 
Slovene State 


[Not printed] s 


5, (The Council had before it a note from the Drafting Committee dated 
November 7th, 1919 (see Appendix D).) 

Removal of German Fromageot read and Commented upon the note of the 

Dantzig Drafting Committee. 

M. Clemenceau wished to ask who would make the dis- 
tinction between German Government property and private property. 

M. Fromageot answered that this distinction should not be very difHcult 
to make. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether they could not await the arrival of the 
German Delegates to solve this question, 

M- Clemenceau asked whether they would have the necessary powers. 

Mr. Polk said it was a violation of the Treaty: he thought that it would 
be saving time to follow his suggestion rather than send a new note. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said they were confronted by a difficulty of form. They 
had before them a question which had been brought up only by an American 
report^ which stated, besides, that the Germans had ceased to remove, at 
least partly, the material in question. They did not know whether the 
material which was being removed did or did not belong to the state. 
Perhaps it would be sufficient to warn the German Government that they 
would not permit the removal of government owned material. 

Fromageot said that the first thing to do was to verify on the spot to 
whom belonged the material which had been removed. 

Mr. Polk said that there were at Dantzig representatives of the Inter- 
Allied Railway Mission in Poland. 

M. Clemenceau said it was for them to give the necessary information. 

^ See note 2 above, 

® See No. 16, note 3. 
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It %vas decided: 

(1) that the Inter- Allied Railway Sriission in Poland he reanested to advise 

immediately whether material removed by the Germans from 
Dantzig is State or private property ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee prepare a draft note warning the German 

Government that the Allied and Associated Powers wiE not allow 
removal or sale hy German authorities of naval material at Dantzig. 
which belonged to the Reich, to the German States, or had been 
requisitioned by them. 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the Secretarv'-Generai of the Con- 
^ ^ ference dated November 8, loio (see Appendix E' J'i 

Commission charged 

with preparing the -^^er a short discussion, 
organization of It was decided: 


mixed tribunals set 
up under article 22g 
of the Peace Treaty 
with Germany 


that the Allied and Associated Powers ha\dng drawn up 
a list of individuals charged with crimes to he delivered by 
the German Government, should have a representative on 
the Commission w’hose appointment had been decided, on 


November 7th, and which was charged with the organization of mixed 


tribunals set up under Article 229 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 


(See Appendix E.)^ 


7. (The Council had before it a note from the Commission on Polish Affairs 
dated November loth, 1919 (see Appendix F) and a letter from 
Status of Eastern Secretary General of the Polish Delegation dated November 

9th, 1919 (see Appendix G).^) 

M. Gambon said that before commenting upon the report of the Com- 
mission he wished to call the attention of the Council to the letter from the 
Secretary-General of the Polish Delegation. The American, Italian and 
Japanese Delegations were of the opinion that the request addressed to the 
Council should be granted. The British and French Delegations, on the other 
hand, thought that it was time to solve this irritating question. 

M. Berthelot said that Mr. Paderewski had already explained to the 
Coimcil the Polish point of view. They did not see the use of hearing another 
Polish representative. 

7 Not printed. This note referred to the decision in this matter adopted by the Supreme 
Council on November 7, 1919 (see No. 16, minute i) and stated that ‘this Commission has 
been composed of the representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 
Certain odier Allied Powers, notably Belgium, w^ere alarmed on account of their eviction 
from the composition of this Commission. Brides Belgium, other Powers (Greece, Poland, 
Roumania and Serbia) may have to claim accused persons of German nationality and have 
an interest in the organization of the mixed tribunals.’ The note therefore proposed the 
solution adopted by the Supreme Council. 

s Not printed. This letter to M. Clemenceau expressed the hope that the Supreme 
Council would come to no decision upon the ‘new plan’ for Eastern Galicia without first 
hearing the Polish Delegation, and stated in particular that ‘in view of the fact that 
Mr. Dmowski is, unfortunately, seriously ill and that Mr. Paderewski is absent from Paris, 
the Polish Delegation has the honour to request the Supreme Council to kindly postpone 
its decision on the fate of the Eastern part of Galicia until the Polish Delegates return to 
Paris and are allowed to present their case to the Peace Conference.’ 
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M. DE Martino said if it only meant a few days’ delay it might be courteous 
to grant it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether Mr. Patek^ would be informed of the new 
conclusions arrived at by the Commission. In that case he would discuss 
them before the Council, Or would the conclusions be kept secret? 

M. Cambon said that they were not to be transmitted^ but as usual there 
would be some leakage. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that if at each step they were to hear the Poles, 
they would never finish. They had come with great difficulty to an agree- 
ment. It Avould be imprudent to reopen the compromise which had been 
arrived at. However, he himself did not wish to oppose the granting of a 
short delay of three days for instance. In that case it should be taken into 
account that Mr. Patek would make objections and that he would ask for 
time to receive instructions from Warsaw. (The American, Italian and 
Japanese Delegates stated that they did not insist.) 

Mr. Pole thought they might discuss the report and take a decision, with 
the reserv^ation that they would give Mr. Patek a further hearing. 

M. Clemenceau agreed. 

M. Gambon read and commented upon the report of the Commission. He 
said that no disagreement existed between the members of the Commission 
except in regard to Article i6 which concerned the representation of Eastern 
Galicia in the Polish Diet.^<^ While the text of the majority provided for a 
representation of Eastern Galicia in the Diet and defined the attributions of 
its representatives, the minority on the other hand, i.e. the British Delegation, 
washed to have the question of Eastern Galicia’s representation in the Polish 
Diet discussed between Galicians and Poles. The majority was afraid that 
such a procedure would result in endless and violent conflict between Poland 
and Galicia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated with satisfaction that the majority had made an 
effort to meet the minority half way. On his side the minority felt obliged 
to make some concessions. Three points would have to be discussed: with 
regard to the duration of the Mandate which the League of Nations would 
give to Poland in Eastern Gahcia, he had received instructions from Mr. 
Lloyd George to see that the duration of this Mandate should be limited to 
10 years.^^ He himself (Sir Eyre Crowe) proposed 15 years, the Commission 
had proposed 30 years, and finally 25 years had been agreed upon. He 
would be prepared to take the responsibility to accept this figure. If they did 
not agree on this point the American Delegation would come back to its 
former proposition and the question would be reopened. With regard, to the 
military service, he had already had occasion to express the reluctance of his 
Government to accept the principle of conscription in the territories placed 
under the control of the League of Nations. He accepted, however, in a 
spirit of conciliation, the proposed arrangement. Lastly, with regard to 

^ Member of the Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference. 

See VoL I, No. 61, minute 3 and appendix G. 

” See VoL III in this series. 



article 16, he wished to say that the British Governinent was in no v:ay 
opposed to a representation of Galicia at ^Varsaw, He only thought that the 
problem was of so complex a nature that it would be better 10 let the interested 
parties solve it themselves. He undoubtedly could accept the text proposed 
by the majority, but they should take into account the case v.'here Poles and 
Galicians would agree upon another system; would they be bound by article 
16, as proposed by the majority? The British Delegation could not accept the 
majority’s text except with the following addition, Hhis arrangement shall 
be subject to revision by common agreement between the Polish Gcvernment 
and the Ministry of Eastern Galicia.’ 

M. DE Martino accepted the British Amendment. 

M. Glemenceau stated that all the Delegations accepted the same. 

M. Gambon said that the changes which the Council had approved might 
necessitate some alteration of the articles originally adopted. He asked that 
the Council give the Commission on Polish Affairs the mandate to effect in 
accord with the Drafting Committee such changes of texts which would 
appear necessary. 

Mr. Polk said they were agreed not to publish anything concerning the 
decisions that had just been taken until the text of the Treaty had been 
definitely agreed upon. 

It was decided: 

(1) to approve the report prepared by the Commission on Polish Affairs 

or its majority, with regard to the text of the preamble and Articles 
2 and 38 (see Appendix F) ; 

(2) that Article 16, as proposed by the majority, he adopted with the 

following addition, ‘This arrangement shall be considered as subject 
to revision by common agreement between the Polish Government 
and the Ministry of Eastern Galicia.’ 

(3) that the Commission on Polish Affairs, in agreement with the Drafting 

Committee, should modify the articles concerning the status of 
Eastern Galicia, which had already been adopted, so as to conform 
with the two preceding decisions ; 

(4) that said decisions shotdd not be final until a representative of the 

Polish Delegation had been heard by the Council ; 

(5) that the decisions of the Council with regard to the status of Eastern 

Galicia should remain secret until further order. 

8. (The Council had before it a list prepared by the French Delegation of the 
questions still to be decided by the Supreme Council. (See 
Appendix H).) 

Co^l thought that the Russian and Baltic questions 

could not be settled by the Council. Would it not be better 
to agree now that they should be dealt with by the respective Foreign Offices? 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question of Bessarabia should, however, 
come before the Council. 

!Mr. Polk said the American Delegation was of the opinion that tlie 
Bessarabian question could not be settled at that time. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe stated they were clearly of the opinion that Bessarabia 
should go to Roumania, 

Mr. Polk said he was willing to discuss the question, but that this was not 
the time to make this cession. 

M. Berthelot said that the question of the Aland Islands had already 
been put before the Council and that it had been decided to adjourn the 
setdement of same until it knew what attitude Sweden would take in regard 
to the blockade of Russia.^* In the same way, the problem of repatriation of 
Allied contingents and of enemy prisoners from Siberia belonged to the 
Council. 

M. Clemenceau said that the Committee of Ambassadors might deal with 
the settlement of these three questions : they were question's of execution of 
the Treaty. It was imderstood that the Delegations would send in to the 
Secretariat-General the additional lists which they had been asked to prepare.” 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Dutch-Belgian Treaty would be ready in 
time for examination by the Council. 

M. Berthelot thought so. An agreement seemed imminent. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the distribution of merchant ships was to be 
settled by the Supreme Council or the Reparation Commission. 

M. Clemenceau stated that the Council would discuss it and refer it back 
to the Reparation Commission if it were deemed necessary. 

9 - 

[Not printed] 

Allowances to members 
of Boundary Commis- 
sions 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

Paris^ November ii, igig. 


Appendix D to No, 19 

Note for the Supreme Council Concerning Naval Material at Dantzig^ 

The Drafting Committee is of the opinion that the removal, or the sale by the 
German authorities of the maritime material which is at Dantzig and belongs to 
the Empire or to the German States, or was requisitioned by them, is contrary to 
the stipulations of Article 107 of the Peace Treaty, and that by taking such 
measures, at this time, Germany is jeopardizing the loyal execution of the Treaty. 

The same solution would be difficult to support, if the matter concerned private 
properties, and the individuals interested spontaneously disposed of them. 

November 7, 1919. For the Drafting Committee: 

Henry Fromageot. 

See Vol. I, No, 68, minute 8. 

See No. 14, note 8. 
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Appendix F to Xo. 19 

Xofe from the Commission on Polish Affairs on the question of Eastern Galicia 

Xcrember jo, roig. 

Note presented to the Supreme Council by the Commission on Polish Affairs 


Question of Eastern Galicia. 

In a resolution, under date of November 7, the Supreme Council decided to 
. forw^ard for consideration, to the Commission on Polish Atikirs, 
proposition made by the British Delegation, ^vith a \'ie^*v to 
^ having the League of Nations give Poland a mandate of definite 

duration over Eastern Galicia. 

The Commission on Polish Affairs, with an intention of conciliation, unani- 
. mously decided to accept the principle of a mandate. Although 

t^ndohSthe ^^^ommending to the Council the adoption of this solution, which, 
\Ian^te ^ alone, under the present circumstances seems of a namre to realize 
the unanimity of the Delegations and to lead to a concrete result, 
the Commission deems it its duty to call attention to the fact that no mandate has 
been considered so far for the countries situated in Europe, and that Eastern 
Galicia profoundly differs from the territories to which the principle of the mandate 
has so far been applied. 

With respect to the duration of the mandate conferred on Poland, four Delega- 
tions^^ were of the opinion that it should be JBxed at twent>’-five years, 
^ necessary that the destinies of a sorely tried and 
profoundly troubled country cannot be treated again before the legal 
age of a new generation which will have grown up protected from the agitations 
and. the shocks caused by the world w^ar. The British Delegate, nevertheless, has 
declared that his instiuctions did not permit him to accept an extension to twenty- 
five years of the ten-year period considered by the British Delegation. However, 
he agreed to call the attention of the British representative to the Supreme Council, 
to the arguments set forth by the majority of tiie Commission. 

At last the Commission unanimously concluded that it would be desirable that, 
at the expiration of a period during which the mandate would have 
Competence ff th£ granted to Poland, the League of Nations receive full 

ague of attorn maintain, revise, or modify’ the statute defined by the 

Treaty. This provision should be liberally interpreted and would imply for the 
League of Nations the power to entirely dissolve the system of mandate, and to 
pronounce, for instance, either the annexation of Eastern Galicia to Poland, or to 
another State, or to choose any other solution which it might deem proper. 


See No. 16, minute 3. 

^^5 Note in original: ‘However, the American Delegation desires that it be specified that 
it accepted a limitation of the duration of the mandate only in the hope of coining to a 
unanimous agreement. Therefore, if the British Delegation should not accept, definitely, 
this period of twenty-five years, the American Delegation reserves the right to stand by its 
first proposition, which consisted in entrusting Poland, under the conditions determined by 
the Treaty, with the mandate of administering Eastern Galicia as long as this system should 
give satisfactory results, the Council of the League of Nations remaining free to bring about 
a change in status at any time such change might seem to it desirable.’ 
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Aside from the question of the mandate, the Commission attempted to com- 
promise concerning the two points on which a disagreement existed 
Discussion of between the majority and the minority of the Commission (see 
Oracle i 6 and is to say, on the principle of the representation 

cfTrmi' of Eastern Galicia in the Diet of Poland (Article i6 of the Draft of 
V reaj). Treaty) and on the military organization (Article 38). 

On the first question the divergence could not be settled, the British Delegation 
having maintained the text proposed for Article 16 by the minority of the Com- 
mission. He [jzr] deemed, in fact, that it was a matter of principle which ought to be 
decided by the Supreme Council itself. He declared himself willing, however, to 
set forth to the British plenipotentiary the arguments presented by the majority 
to support its point of view. 

On the question of the military- organization, on the other hand, the Commission 
unanimously agreed to propose a new draft of Article 38, which would give to the 
Polish Government the right to apply in Eastern Galicia the military legislation 
in effect in Poland, with the reserve that the contingent thus recruited would con- 
stitute special units which, in peace time, would be located in Eastern Galicia and 
be at the disposal of the Polish Government in time of war for the defence of the 
national territory^ This last expression is designed to forbid Poland the use of 
forces recruited in Eastern Galicia in any war which had not been forced upon her, 
but it must not be interpreted as implying the interdiction to use the troops of 
Eastern Galicia in a defensive war outside of the Polish frontiers. 

If the propositions presented above by the Commission are adopted by the 
Supreme Council, it would be advisable to modify the text of the draft 
of Treaty, such as it appears in Report No. 5 of the Commission, as 
foUo%vs:*6 

{a) In the preamble, suppression of the clause thus conceived : 

^Until the moment when they will be invited to express, by vote, at present post- 
poned on account of the troubled state of Eastern Europe, their desires relative to 
the definite political statute in those territories.’ 

(The Supreme Council, on the other hand, in its meeting of September igth,^® 
decided on the suppression of the paragraph mentioned in Report No. 5 of the 
Commission and thus conceived : 

‘Considering that Eastern Galicia formed part of the former Kingdom of Poland 
until the dismemberment of the latter.’) 

{b) Article 2 would be thus drawn up : 

‘Poland accepts, in conformity with the Covenant of the League of Nations, and 
under the conditions provided for in the present Treaty, the mandate of organizing 
and governing Eastern Galicia, which will constitute an autonomous territory, 
within the limits determined by Article i . 

This mandate, which is conferred for a period of twenty-five years, at the 
expiration of which the Council of the League of Nations will have full authority 
to maintain, revise, or modify the statute defined by the present Treaty.’ 

Note in original; *On account of the short time available for the preparation of the 
report of the Commission, which ought to be submitted to the Council at its meeting of 
November 10, the new text proposed by the Commission could not be submitted for the 
consideration of the Drafting Committee.’ 

Note in original: ‘The British Delegate makes, concerning these tw'^enty-five years, 
a reservation which has been defined above.’ ■ 
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(c) At last Article 38 would thus be drawn up ; 

‘The legislation on military service in effect in Poland can be applied by Poland 
to Eastern Galicia, with the reserve that the contingent thus recruited ’will consti- 
tute special units, which, in peace time, will be located in Eastern Galicia and v.ilL 
in time of war, be at the disposal of the Polish Government for the defence of 
national territor^n’ 

In case these suggestions be admitted, it would seem that the Commission should 
be directed to study in concert with the Drafting Committee, the raodificatioro in 
form which it would be advisable to make in the other articles of the Treaty. 


Appendix H to No. 19 
Questions for Regulation by the Supreme Council 
I. Special Questions 

A. Execution of the Treaty with Germany 

Conditions governing the resumption of diplomatic relations. 'A report 10 be 
furnished by the Special Commission.) 

Reorganization of the Superior War Council at \’ersailles to centralize the 
measures of execution concerning the military clauses of the Peace Treat}', in 
Germany and in the different occupied territories. 

Extradition and trial of the Kaiser. 

Nomination of the members of the Commission entrusted with the comparison 
of the lists of culprits presented by the different Powers and to regulate a procedure 
for the mixed tribunals (article 229). Question of the representation of small 
Powers on the Commission. 

Convention between Poland and the free city of Dantzig (a report to be furnished 
by the Commission on Polish Affairs). 

Togo and Cameroun: employment of the contingents for the defence of the 
metropolitan and colonial territory. 

B. Execution of the Treaty with Austria 

Signing of the Treaty with Austria and of the treaties for the protection of 
minorities by: {a) The Serb-Croat-Slovene State; {b) Roumania. 

C. Execution of the Treaty with Bulgaria 

Question of the attribution of Bulgarian Thrace. 

Z). Treaty with Hungary 

Question of the total or partial payment of the Roumanian occupation expenses ; 
The furnishing of coal to Hungary by Poland and the Czecho-Slovak State; 
(Article 207) ; 

Exploitation of the Pecs Klines (report to be furnished by the Commission on 
Roumanian and Jugoslav affairs) . 

II. Questions in common 

A. Distribution of enemy ships 
(i) Battleships 

(<2) German and Austro-Hungarian battleships. 

\b) Reparations demanded by France and Italy for the interruption in their 
naval constructions during the \v’^ar and for the employment of their shipyards and 
Tnills in the manufacture of w’ar materials for themselves and the Allies. 
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(2) Commercial ships 

(a) General distribution of the merchant tonnage between those concerned. 
\b} German ships; question of tankers. 

\c) Austro-Hungarian ships. Distribution of the tonnage between Italy and the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene State, 

B, Cost of upkeep of the armies of occupation. 

III. General Political Questions 

A. Question of the Adriatic 

Frontiers between Italy and the Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 

Fiume. 

^Montenegro. 

Albania. 

B. Russian and Baltic Qmstion 

{a) Recognition of Admiral Koltchak. 

(b) Finland (Petchenga and Carelia). 

(c) Aland Islands. 

(d) Baltic States. 

(e) Eastern frontiers of Poland. 

(/} Ukrania. 

(g) Bessarabia. 

(h) Caucasus State. 

(z) Repatriation of the Allied contingents in Siberia. 

(j) Repatriation of enemy prisoners in Russia. 

C. Treaty with Turkey 

D. Treaty with Belgium and the Netherlands for the revision of the Treaties of zS^g 


No. 20 

H.D. 90.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichorCs Room^ Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Wednesday^ 
November 12^ 1919^ cti 10.30 a.m. 

Present: UBA.i Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A,: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A.: Mr. W. H. Buckler. 

British Empire: General SackviUe-West, Mr. Forbes-Adam, Mr. A. 
Leeper. 

France: General Weygand, M. Laroche. 

Italy: M. GaJli, M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 
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I. (The Council had before it a draft note to M. Venizelos relative to 


dated Nov. 4 (see Appendix C).) 

M. Berthelot read the draft note prepared by the British Delegation. 

M. Clemenceau raised the following point of form: on page 2 he thoueht 
the word ‘observed’ should be changed to read ‘felt’ in the sentence reading: 
‘It hopes that the dangerous tension which at the present time does not seem 
to have ceased to make itself felt along the limits of the Greek occupation.’^ 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that in drawing up this note the British 
Delegation had wished to avoid mixing up two questions; he realized, how- 
ever, that other questions, referred to on the pre\ious day by M. Berthelot^ 
but not touched upon in this draft note, still remained to be settled. The 
question of the administration of Smyrna was a rather complex one and it 
might be well to turn it over to a Commission. A Commission on Greek 
Territorial Claims was already in existence. He imderstood that M. Venizelos 
had a good deal to say on this question and it would perhaps be better for hi-m 
to be heard by that Commission. 

M. DE IVIartino agreed, particularly as he thought it was time that a 
decision should be reached relative to the relations between the Greek army 
of occupation and the local authorities on the one hand, and the central 
Government of Constantinople on the other. It would be well to be guided 
by the principles of The Hague Convention. On the other hand, it would be 
well to show consideration to M. Venizelos, who throughout the war had 
shown qualities of the highest value and whose difficulties were well known. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that the question be referred to the Commission 
on Greek Territorial Claims which, if necessary, could solicit the advice of the 
military experts. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that as General Bunoust, who was entirely 
familiar with the situation, was present he might give the Commission 
valuable advice. 

Mr. Polk called the attention of the Council to a paragraph of the draft 
note authorizing the Greeks to advance from Aidin up to the river Kochak 
Chai.3 That clause was a very important one. It should be remembered that 
any further advance meant fighting between the Greeks and Turks. General 
Milne himself had recognized that fact. He therefore wished to ask if the 
Council deemed it advisable to assume the responsibility for such further 
conffict. 

* The last sentence of the sixth paragraph of the draft note. In the text of the file copy 
of appendix A, as printed below, the sentence has been redrafted so as to obviate the use of 
either of the words in question. 

* See No. 19, minute i. 

s This authorization is not contained in the file copy of the note, as printed below in 
appendix A; the text was evidently amended in accordance with the decision of the Supreme 
Council at resolution (a) of this minute. 


, , „ . , report of the Commission of Inquhw, prepared bv th< 

Sniyma rrench xligh Commissioner at Constantinople, dated Nov 

3 (see Appendix B) , and a letter from the Greek Deleeation 
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M. Clemexceau again pointed out that he could send no troops; he felt 
that possibly the best solution would be to have M. Venizelos withdraw his 
troops from the region of Aidin where they had gone without the consent of 
the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crow^e observed that that meant letting the Turks occupy this 
region. 

M. Clemenceau inquired if the Italians were far distant from the Greeks in 
this region. 

M. DE Martino explained that they were not; that the Italian forces were 
within six hundred meters of the line of the River Meander and the parallel 
railroad. The Greek line w’as along the north bank of the river. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that if the Greeks retired a triangle would be 
left between the river^ the railroad and the Greek line, which included Aidin. 
To the south the line had been fixed by agreement between M. Venizelos 
and the Italian Government. He thought that it would not be advisable to 
withdraw the Greeks from the triangle in question and turn it over to Italian 
occupation. 

M. DE Martino pointed out that he had not made any such suggestion. 

M. Clemenceau then suggested that the Greeks could be left at Aidin, but 
that they should not be allowed to advance. 

J^Ir. Polk asked if General Milne himself had not said that a further 
advance by the Greeks w^ould inevitably result in serious trouble. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that General Milne had rather said that he 
W’ould be willing to authorize a further advance if the Council was prepared 
for the fact that such an advance would mean encountering armed opposition. 
General Milne had favoured that advance on strategic grounds. 

M. Clemenceau observed that as M. Venizelos felt capable of conquering 
Asia, the Greek troops certainly should be able to maintain their ground at 
Aidin. He agreed with Mr. Polk that if the Council ordered a further ad- 
vance it would be in a position of creating further trouble. 

Mr. Polk said that he could not agree to a letter authorizing the Greeks to 
advance in view of the fact that the authorities on the spot had said that 
trouble would certainly ensue. He thought that this would be tantamount to 
authorizing the Greeks to advance and conquer additional territory. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the only alternative was to let in the Turks who 
would then unquestionably start to massacre the Greeks. 

Mr. Polk asked if Sir Eyre Crowe felt convinced of this. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he did. 

Mr, Polk said that liis personal view was that if this line of action were 
followed all Asia Minor would eventually have to be occupied. 

M. CLEi^pNCEAU suggested that the Greeks be left at Aidin but that they be 
not authorized to advance further. (This was agreed to.) 

M. DE^ Martino wdshed to ask Sir Eyre Crowe if he could give him some 
information on the intentions of the British Government relative to the 
OTCupation of ^din. According to a telegram which he had received from 
talian Authorities on the spot, English troops were reported to be ready to 
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advance on Aidin. General Montague Bates, commanding ihe 03rd Infanrry 
Brigade, was said to be in command of those forces. On November 4:11 more 
than 70 cars were reported to have left for Afium Karahissar in order to 
transport the British troops. 

Sir Eyre Growte replied that the British arrangement had been made in 
contemplation of Inter- Allied occupation. As no French trocns c ould be sen: 
he thought that the British troops would likewise not approach Aidin. 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft note to M. Yenizelos relative to the report of the 
Commission of Inquiry at Smyrna prepared by the British Delegation (see 
Appendix A) after making the following modifications therein: 

(1) on the second page of this draft note^ the sentence : ‘It hopes that the 

dangerous tension w’hich at the present time does not seem to have 
ceased to make itself observed along the limits of the Greek zone of 
occupation’, should be changed to read., ‘It hopes that the dangerous 
tension which at the present time does not seem to have ceased to 
make itself felt along the limits of the Greek zone of occupation’ ; 

(2) the clause; ‘In the meanw’hile aHowung the Greek troops to advance 

from Aidin up to the river Kochak Chai, according to General ^Milne's 
recommendation’ should be eliminated.^ 

It was farther decided; 

to refer to the Commission on Greek Territorial Claims the questions 
pertaining to the administration of Smyrna (see Appendices B and C), 
and that the Commission should be at liberty to take the ad\'ice of Military 
Experts, in particular that of General Bmaoust. 

2. (The Council had before it a reply from the Roumanian Government 
transmitted by the Charge d’ Affaires of France, dated 
Reply of the Roumanian November 2nd, to the note of the AUied and Associated 
^c^^oth ^ ^ ^ Powers dated October 20th^ (see Appendix D) .) 

M. Gle]viengeau observed that the answer was verv’ 
unsatisfactory and was even of a nature to cause anxiety. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. He felt that the answer w^as practically a refusal 
of all the demands presented by the Supreme Council. The only point upon 
which the Roumanians had even partially agreed was the evacuation of 
Hungary, and even on that point the Roumanian Government had made a 
most formidable reseiv’^ation with respect to the extent of the Hungarian 
territory to be evacuated. The Roumanian answer gave no satisfaction to the 
Council’s demand relative to the evacuation in so far as concerned the 
withdrawal beyond the river Theiss. On all other points the answer was 
evasive and defiant. The Council should carefully examine the present situa- 
tion in Roumania. Its authority must be respected. M. Bratiano was merely 
dilly-dallying and playing for time, and the measures adopted by him nad 
resulted in deluding the majority of his countrymen into thinking him a great 
patriot. He (Sir Eyre Crowe) felt that if the ELing and the majority of the 

^ The reference w^as evidently to the note printed in \'ol. I, No. 72, appendix B. 
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Roumanians were made clearly to see that a persistance in their present 
attitude would necessarily mean a breach with the Allied and Associated 
Powers and Roumania’s exclusion from the Alliance, then Roumania would 
adopt a more compliant attitude. He thought that in such an event the 
present Government would be forced to retire and that a Ministry would be 
constituted which would see the wisdom of meeting the Council’s just 
demands and would act accordingly. He thought the above considerations 
should be put very plainly to Roumania and that it should be told that if its 
reply to the communication proposed to be sent by the Council were not 
satisfactory it would mean the breaking off of relations between Roumania 
and the Allied and Associated Powers. The Roumanians could not be driven 
out of Hungary by force as the Council had no force to dispose of, and it 
seemed to him that the only alternative was the line of action he had proposed.. 

Mr. Polk said he welcomed any strong action. 

;M. Clemenceau thought that the action proposed by Sir Eyre Crowe was 
strong enough to meet the requirements of the situation. 

M. DE h'lARTiNO inquired if it would be wise to adopt in its entirety Sir 
Eyre Crowe’s suggestion, which involved threatening Roumania. The re- 
sulting situation if the Roumanians should refuse to agree to the action 
proposed should be examined. If the Roumanians refused the situation 
would be worse than it was before. 

M. Clemenceau thought that the terms of the communication to be sent 
to Roumania were reasonably clear. They could be plainly told that they 
would be no longer in the Alliance. 

M. Berthelot reminded the Council that at the time of signing the 
Austrian Treaty it had considered telling Roumania that Bukovina would not 
be attributed to it, but that in the Austrian Treaty it would be given to the 
Principal Allied and Associated Poweix.* This had not been done as it had 
seemed too severe a measure to be judicious at that time. However, as it was 
now proposed to exert pressure on Roumania, it was well to examine the 
means of bringing this pressure to bear and a similar plan might now be 
considered. Roumania might be told that her claims to Transylvania would 
not be recognized and that the question of Bessarabia would not be discussed 
until it could be taken up with a reconstituted Russia. He pointed out that 
the Roumanian reply was satisfactory in so far as it announced the imminent 
withdrawal of the Roumanian forces to the Theiss; the result had been to 
facilitate negotiations with the Himgarians. What he was now suggesting 
was primarily theoretical. The question of the advisability of taking such 
measures must still be decided, for when considering the question of punishing 
a Government it would be well not to lose sight of the fact that the population 
should not be wholly antagonized. 

Sir Eyre Crowe reminded the Council that Sir George Clerk had referred 
in a former telegram to Roumanian atrocities in Transylvania and the 
Council had inquired what part of Transylvania was meant.® This question 

s See.- Vol. I, No. 53, minute 5. 

® See No. 13, minute 2 and appendix B. 
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liad not yet been answered but he had that day received a mass of documenis 
relative to outrages in Transylvania, an examination of "♦vlcich might lead to 
the conclusion that the inhabitants of Transylvania ^vere nor as favourable 
to Roumania as might have been thought. 

M. CLE:^^E^XEAU observ^-ed that two distinct quesdons were raised. First, 
was there a basis of right for taking away from Roumania the Hungarian 
territories in question? The second question related to the outrages com- 
mitted by the Roumanians in Transylvania. 

J^Ir. Polk said that he had always fek that if Roumania refused to accede 
to the very reasonable demands of the Council she should not have Tran- 
sylvania given to her. He thought that such action was entirely ico generous. 

Sir Eyre Crowoe felt that the difficult}’ was that if Transyb-arua were 
withheld from Roumania that would involve an occupation by Allied troops, 
which was ob\iously impossible. 

Mr. Polk observed that if these territories were -^vithheld from Roumania 
she w’ould at least be in a position of never having been given them. Although 
occupation by the Allies ^vas out of the question, he thought that such action 
would at least have a great moral effect. 

M. DE hlARTiNO thought that the point of prime importance was to re- 
habilitate the prestige of the Council. The action proposed by hi. Bertheiot 
was certainly rather severe. He would have to consult his government on 
that point. In the meantime he thought that the Ministers at Bucarest 
might be instructed to take further action. 

hi. Clemengeau did not think this advisable inasmuch as the representa- 
tives of the Allied and Associated Powers at Bucarest had already done all 
they could do. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in his personal opinion a communication 
should be sent to Roumania in the nature of a real ultimatum. He would, 
however, have to consult his government before agreeing to send such a 
communication. 

Mr. Polk inquired if it were necessary to send a communication of that 
nature. Could not an answer be sent to Roumania pointing out that her 
latest communication to the Council was no answ^er at all, and demanding a 
satisfactorv’ answer from her? 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that the time for such action had gone by and that 
the present was the time to act firmly and decisively. 

M. Clemengeau agreed. 

Mr. Polk also agreed. 

?vl. Clei^ienceau suggested that Roumania should be informed that the 
Allied and Associated Powers would withdraw their representatives from 
Roumania and that the Roumanian representatives in the various capitals, 
as well as her representatives at the Peace Conference, must also be with- 
drawn. He further suggested that M. Bertheiot should draft a note, taking 
into account the \iews expressed at that meeting, this note to be submitted 
to the Council as soon as the Heads of Delegations had been able to consult 
their respective governments. 
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AI. Berthelot pointed out that a diplomatic rupture was a serious matter 
and inquired if it was to be resorted to at once. 

M. Glemenceau said that his patience was utterly exhausted. He had 
been long-suffering with the Roumanian Government and had even been 
reproached for that attitude. The Roumanians always tried to prolong 
pourparlers indefinitely, and this must be put an end to. 

M. !Matsui agreed to the action proposed. He, of course, would have to 
consult his government, which he thought would not raise any objections. 
He wished to point out that his government had no diplomatic representation 
in Roumania. In the meantime, inasmuch as he might not be able to receive 
an answ'er from his government until some time after the other members of 
the Council had heard from their respective governments, he was willing to 
agree with the view w^hich would be adopted. 

M. Berthelot summarized the contents of the communication to be 
prepared by him. He would recall to Roumania all that had been done for 
her and in her behalf by the Allied and Associated Powers and would point 
out the refiractor}?- attitude consistently maintained by Roumania with respect 
to the just demands of the Supreme Council. 

M. de Martino called attention to one paragraph of the Roumanian note 
which seemed to him to have some merit. That was the paragraph dealing 
with the granting of authority to the Sub-Committee of the Reparations 
Commission to receive complaints relative to unauthorized requisitions. 
Roumania had pointed out that in this respect she had been treated worse 
than the Jugo-Slav State had been in the matter of its requisitions in the 
Banat. 

M. Berthelot explained that the situations were not at all analogous. 
The Serb-Croat-Slovene Government had never been in opposition to the 
Council on this question. 

General \Veygand stated that he had lately received a visit from Colonel 
Dimitrescu, He did not know the Colonel and was unaware how much 
importance should be attached to his statements. By way of information, 
however, he wished to tell the Council that Colonel Dimitrescu had com- 
plained of the Council’s attitude towards Roumania and had pointed out 
that the present Government in Roumania, mainly composed of Generals, 
was only able to attend to internal affairs; he therefore hoped that the 
Council would have patience with Roumania until elections had been held 
and a government constituted which was qualified to deal adequately with 
foreign affairs as well as internal matters. 

M. Clemenceau thought that no importance should be attached to these 
remarks of Colonel Dimitrescu; M. Bratiano was behind the whole matter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the Ministry of Generals had been put in 
power so that precisely that argument could be advanced. 

It was decided: 

That M. Berthelot should draft a note to the Roumanian Government, 
for submission to the Council, taking into accoimt the views expressed by 
the Council at that meeting. 
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3 - (The Council had before it a telegram from Sir George Clerk dated 

. November gth (see Appendix E', and a leiegram from the Inter- 
AlKed Military' Mission dated November icth see Appendix « 
u..gary Eyre Crow^e remarked that the situado-n in Hungary seemed 

to have greatly improved. He called attention to Sir George C!Ierk's request 
that about 20 officers be sent to Hungary’ to be attached to various army and 
police units. 

M. DE Martino said that he was in favour of sending thesr officers if the 
other members of the Council were also. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the question of their payment would surely be 
raised. It seemed to him that they might well be paid by the Hungarian army. 

M. Clemenceau agreed and said that he also favoured sending these 
officers. 

Mr. Polk said that at present Colonel Yates, he believed, was in charge 
of the reorganization of the Hungarian Gendarmerie. He thought that his 
Government would have no objection to sending a few officers to Hungary 
temporarily but he would of course have to consult his Government. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that it might be well in replying to Sir George 
Clerk to warn him to be on his guard against a restoration of the Hapsburgs 
under any guise. 

Sir Eyre Cro\ve remarked that this might be unnecessary inasmuch as 
Sir George Clerk had indicated that Friedrich’s departure was imminent. 

M. Clemenceau pointed out that his retirement in many ways resembled 
that of M. Bratiano. Although nominally retiring he would still be remairing 
in power. He thought it would be well to include a general phrase of the 
tenor above suggested by him. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

It was decided : 

(1) that Sir Eyre Crowe should prepare, for submission to the Council at 

its next meeting, a telegram to Sir George Clerk in answer to the 
telegram, dated November 9th, received from him, and taking into 
account the telegram received from the Inter- Allied Military Mission 
dated November 10th; 

(2) that the Heads of Delegations should examine the question of sending 

a total of about 20 .Allied officers to Hungary’. 

4 - 

Expenses of transportation of the Inter-- printed]^ 

Allied troops of occupation, and of ^ 

maintenance of said troops and of Com- 
missions^ for Plebiscite Areas 

7 After discussion the Supreme Council referred to the Drafting Committee, for examina- 
tion and report, a note from General Weygand dated November ii, 19^9 -^appendix G in 
original) relative to the expenses of transporting the inter-allied troops of occupation for the 
plebiscite areas ; it was further decided 'that at the same tune the Drafting Committee, after 
receiving from Nlarshal Foch an estimate of the expenses of maintenance of the Inter- Allied 
troops and Commissions in the plebiscite areas, should determine by whom such expenses 
shordd be borne in case the local revenues were not in all cases sufficient.’ 
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5. Berthelot informed the Council that a telegram had been received 

from Sofia saydng that the Bulgarians were prepared to sign 
Signature of^ Treaty without any conditions whatever. M. Stambouliskis 

uganan reay anxious to be present at the signature of the Treaty, but 
as he was just lea\’ing Sofia he would not reach Paris for several days. He, 
L\I. Berthelot) thought there would be no harm in awaiting M. Stambouliski’s 
arrival before proceeding to the signature of the Treaty, all the more so as 
there were several details still to be settled. For instance the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Government which had to sign the Austrian Treaty before signing the 
Bulgarian Treaty, was prepared to sign the former when the question of the 
distribution of tonnage had been adjusted. The Council had also decided 
that certain clauses were to be inserted in the Bulgarian Treaty relative to 
the neutrality of Switzerland.® 

(It was agreed that there was no objection to awaiting the arrival of M. 
Stambouhsld before proceeding to the signature of the Bulgarian Treaty.) 

6. M. Berthelot informed the Council that according to a telegram from 

Prague the Czecho-Slovak troops had already been ordered 
Retirement of CKffcho- -j-Q evacuate the mining district of Salgo Taljan without 
Slov^ tiwpsfiom the g. prior reimbursement of the Czecho-Slovak 

Salgo Tarjan Government for expenses incurred by it on behalf of 

Hungary'. M. Benes had desired to remain in occupation 
of two points in the neutral zone by way of guarantee, but if the Council did 
not agree with him he was not prepared to insist. 

7. General Weygand reminded the Council that at its meeting of November 

4th it had approved the communication sent by Marshal 
ir^’fnGem^ Foch to the Germaui Government relative to the inter- 
ruption of railroad traffic in the occupied regions of 
Germany.'® The German Government had comp^ed with the terms of this 
communication. Therefore, the day before Marshal Foch had consented to 
allow certain reductions in railroad traffic in the* occupied territories. The 
matter was at that time settled satisfactorily to both sides. 

8. M. Berthelot informed the Council that a telegram from Belgrade had 

announced that the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
Distribution ^Austrian ready to sign the Austrian Treaty as soon as the 
distribution of Austrian commercial tonnage had been 
Serb-Croal-Slwene adjusted. 

Governments M. DE Martino Stated that he had been informed the 

previous day that his Government and the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Government had reached a complete agreement on this point. 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 

H 6 tel de Crillon^ 

Paris^ November 12^ 1919^ 

2 Bulgarian Prime Minister in succession to M. Theodorov. 

® See No. iS, note 4. 10 5^^ note i. 
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Appendix A to No. 20 


Note to Mr. Venizelos relative to Report cf ike SnVrtTia Comniicdon of L:c:/r, 
Mr. President: 

The Supreme Council has received the letter which you ere good enough :o 
send it on the subject of the Smyrna Commission of Inquiry'. It has alsr. taken note 
of the report of that Commission, and has examined their conclusions. - 

During your hearing by the Supreme Council on Nov. Sth, you made certain 
reseivadons respecting the conditions imposed by that Commission on the Greek 
representative. Colonel !Mazarakis. These conditions appear to have prevented 
him from questioning the Turkish witnesses, and even from reading and examining 
their depositions. As you already know, the Supreme Council had not been notified 
beforehand of the procedure contemplated by that Commission, and at the time 
when it decided to comply wdth your request relative to the communication of the 
testimony to the Greek Commissioner, the work of the Commission was already so 
advanced that it was no longer possible to give effect to the Council's instructions. 

\\Tiile thus admitting the reasonableness of the reser\'ations which you thought 
fit to express, the Supreme Council does not think that the results of the Inquiry- 
can be regarded as w^holly \itiated, in so far as the excesses and acts of violence 
committed by the Greek troops are concerned. The Council has paid its tribute 
to the impartiality of the Members of the Commission, and to the scrupulous 
conscientiousness with which their work was performed. 

The Council agrees that the incidents, w^hich took place after the debarkation 
of the Greek troops at SmyTna, appear to indicate an almost total absence of the 
precautionary^ measures on the part of the Greek civil and military’’ authorities, 
which the circumstances required; this omission was the principal cause of the 
unfortunate incidents reported by the Commission. 

It is of opinion that, on the wftole, the responsibility for the excesses committed 
and for measures the severity of which was not justified by the actual circumstances, 
rests upon the Greek military authorities. You y^ourself, moreover, with the lofti- 
ness and sincerity of your character, have recognized these faults and these abuses, 
and have ordered the punishment of the guilty. 

The Supreme Council invites your most serious attention to these grave mistakes 
and trusts that the experience acquired by the Greek administration will enable it 
to avoid repeating them in the future. It takes note of your declarations respecting 
the order now prevailing in the city and in its neighbourhood- It hopes that the 
dangerous irritation which at present appears not to have entirely" ceased along 
the limits of the zone of Greek occupation will gradually be diminished by the 
wisdom and justice of the Greek administration, and through the work of de- 
limitation recently completed by’’ General Milne, Commander of the Allied Forces 
in Macedonia. 

Respecting the region of Aidin, the Powers have decided that in view of the 
practical difficulties and of the political drawbacks which the organization of an 
Inter-Allied occupation might entail, they prefer to maintain the situation as it 
actually" exists and the Greek occupation. 

From another standpoint the Council wishes to obtain from you information 
as to the circumstances under w"hich, in violation of the decisions of General !Milne, 


See No. 17, minute 2 and No. 18, minute 4. 
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the Greek troops are said to have crossed at Soma^ under orders from the Greek 
Government, the line of demarkation fixed by the Inter-Allied High Command. 

Lastly, the Supreme Council reminds you that the de facto occupation by the 
Greek troops of Sm\Tna and of the neighbouring district was only decided upon 
because of existing circumstances, and creates no new right for the future. This 
is merely a p^o^isional measure which leaves entire liberty to the Peace Conference 
to settle the various problems presented by the Eastern Question upon considera- 
tion of the general position of the world and of the wishes and interests of the 
populations concerned. 


Appendix B to No. 20 

Telegram from the French High Commissioner at Constantinople 

CONSTANTINOPLE, November 5, igig. 

The Allied High Commissioners at Constantinople have the honour to inform 
their respective Governments that the Greek High Commissioner at Sm>Tna is 
attempting, more and more, to replace the authority of the Delegates of the High 
Commissioners and of the Turkish Government by taking complete charge of all 
matters. 

The Allied organizations controlling the press censorship, the port and the 
industries are interfered ^\ith to a great extent. The local police and courts are 
unable to function, as the Greek authorities refer not only the cases resulting from 
acts which would come regularly under military justice, but also all crimes or 
misdemeanours and even cases coming under the sole competence of civil courts, 
to the Greek Court Alartial. 

On several occasions the Allied High Commissioners have called these facts to 
the attention of the Greek Minister at Constantinople, but without result. They 
request that the Supreme Council take any steps which it may judge opportune 
to provoke a change in Mr. Sterghiadis’ attitude, in order that the Interallied 
Organizations may perform the role which is assigned to them, and that the 
Ottoman Government functionaries may exercise their authority in accordance 
with the conditions covering the Greek military occupation. 


Appendix G to No. 20 

Greek Delegation to the Peace Congress paris, Nov. 4^ igig. 

From: Venizelos, 

To: President Clemenceau. 

I have the honour to call to the attention of the Supreme Council of the Con- 
ference the situation created in Smyrna on account of the method employed by the 
Delegates of the Allied and Associated Powers concerning preventative censorship 
of the local press. 

They have been particularly severe in treating aU publications favourable to 
Greek occupation. Recently, they suppressed an article, in La Liberte in which 
Mr. Sartiaux, a French Engineer, maintained that French and Greek interests in 
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Asia Minor, far from conflicting, were in perfect accord, and another in which the 
Greek High Commissioner was praised for his action in insuring the dudHc lighting 
system, which was totally compromised by municipal negligence. 

On the other hand, they sho^v a growing sympathy toward the so-called Turk 
nationalists, by allowing the publication of articles tending to excite the Mussul- 
man populations to revolt against the Greek authorities. In this way they give the 
impression to the agitators that their actions are tolerated and even encouraged 
by the Powers. 

An incident w’hich occurred last week in Sm>Tna furnished undeniable proof cf 
this attitude. 

The Turkish journal, the Sark^ was allowed to publish a signed article, which w^as 
extremely violent in injuring Greece. This article stated, notably, that the Greeks 
and, in general, those w^ho have fought against Turkey, are, ‘poisonous insects, 
sucking the blood of the Turks for a centuiy^ and a half". This publication produced 
a profound impression in Mussulman circles, w’ho interpreted, as is natural, the 
toleration of the Inter-Allied censorship as an indication both of disfavour to'ivard 
the Greek and s^mipathy tow^ard the young-Turk revolution. 

Greek authority immediately instituted proceedings against the author of the 
article, proprietor of the journal, — a Turk of Bulgarian origin, formerly secretary 
of the Bulgarian Consulate at Sm>Tna, — and the responsible editor, before a court- 
martial which sentenced the first two to one year imprisonment and a fine of 2,000 
drachmas, and the third to six months imprisonment and a fine of 3,000 drachmas. 
The latter, having a good record, was put on probation and accorded immediate 
liberu’. The French and Italian Delegates, at first alone, then accompanied by 
their English colleague, immediately protested to the Greek High Commissioner, 
stating that they could not agree to the actions taken against the publications 
authorized by the Inter-Allied censorship. The High Commissioner replied, with 
reason, that the Greek army assumes a triple responsibility in Smyrna, that of its 
ow'n security, and th[?at of] maintenance of public order, and finally the common 
interest of all the Allies, which is to see the vanquished enemy kept powerless to 
prejudice the Allied victories and resist the future decisions of the Conference as 
long as the armistice lasts. Conscious of these responsibilities, he fully approved ihc 
decision of the court-martial, as it w^as his strict duty to neglect nothing to prevent, 
in the zone of Greek occupation, an uprising of the ^lussulman population. 
Mr. Sterghiadis further remarked that, from a juridical point of \tiew', the \'isa 
of the censorship has no competence to suppress the publications of unlawful 
character, nor to prevent the proceedings to w^hich such publications might give 
rise and w’hich can, strictly speaking, include, in cases of extreme fault or fraud, 
the censors themselves. 

He did not fail to add that these censors assumed a heavy responsibility by 
showing such great severity toward everything favourable to Greek interest and so 
much indulgence toward everything w^tdch encouraged revolutionaty actions on 
the part of the Turks. As to himself, if it w’ere possible for him to be disinterested 
in the suppression of publications helpful or in praise of Greek occupation, it 
would be impossible for him to recognize that the Inter-Allied censorship has the 
right to protect the liberty of the Turkish press to the detriment of the security of 
the Greek army and of the maintenance of order. 

I have hastened to give my full approval to this statement and to prescribe the 
proper measures for a checking of the dangers created by this state of affairs. 

The text here is imcertain. 
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Tlic occupsitioii of Siii\Tii2, should hs-vC} ns-turs-lly, C2.uscd the censorship of th.e 
press to be confided to Greek military' authority. Desirous, however, of not wound- 
ing the susceptibility of the Allies, the Greek Government has tolerated the Inter- 
Allied censorship — and it is inclined to continue to do so — ^but in order to pany’’ 
the serious incidents which have just been indicated, the Greek Government has 
decided to have a parallel and independent censorship exercised by the Greek 
military’ authorities. Thus, in the future, if the Inter-Allied censorship continues 
to prevent all publications which appear reprehensible to it, the Greek censorship 
can, in its turn, prevent all publications contrary to Greek interests. This pro- 
cedure can be a particular advantage, and is authorized by the Salonika precedent, 
by which, during the war, the Gommander-in-Ghief of the Eastern armies reserved 
the right to exercise, parallelly with the Greek censorship, and [an] Inter-Allied 
censorship, although the occupied country was Greek, and therefore Allied. This 
system would have still greater justification in Smyrna, as the army of occupation 
is in enemy countr>’, and has more to fear for its security. 

In bringing the preceding to the attention of Your Excellency, I seize the oppor- 
tunity to point out that certain agents of the Powders disregard the intentions of 
their Governments, and continue to manifest, in a most unpleasant fashion, the ill 
humour which they feel in seeing Smyrna occupied by Greek forces. Gonsidering 
the responsibilities which it has assumed by virtue of the mandate vested in it in 
Asia Min or j the Greek Government is imable — despite the deference ^vhich it is 
disposed to show toward the Delegates of the Allied Powers — to allow the security 
of its army to be imperiled, or the maintenance of public order confided to its 
trust to be compromised. 

I am persuaded that by these actions, the Greek Government complies wdth the 
real intentions of the Allied Powers, which for these reasons, should instruct their 
agents at Smyrna to consider the situation with the objectivity necessary in order 
to avoid the regrettable complications which the enemies of the Entente alone are 
able to take advantage of. 

Please agree, etc.^^ 


Venizelos. 


Appendix D to No, 20 
Verbal Note 

The Roumanian Government thanks the Supreme Council for the expressions 
of friendship and confidence which have been expressed and w^hich are in accord 
wdth the firm desires of Roumania to maintain and develop her alliance and close 
collaboration. 

The Roumanian Government leaves nothing undone to accord the interests of 
Roumania wdth those of the Representatives of the Conference in every instance. 

To that end, anxious to avoid any delays which, under the present circumstances 
in Hungary’, might aggravate the situation, it hastens to reply to the proposals of 
the Conference regarding the institution and operation of Inter-Allied Commissions 
at Budapest. The Roumanian Government thinks it opportune to not postpone 
[m] their operation until the solution of the other two points presented in the last 

^3 Intended as a translation of Veuillez agreer^ etc. 
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note from the Supreme Council concerning the Roumano-Hungarian frontiers 
and the Peace Treaty with Austria,*^ relative to which the Roumanian Government 
begs to again call the attention of the Peace Conference by exposing the Roumanian 
point of view which it will have the honour to forward later. 

The Roumanian Government is also happy to see that the Supreme Council 
after having received and examined the Roumanian point of vievr as presented by 
Mr. BratianOj affirm that there is not any noticeable difference of opinion on the 
general principle, in conformity with which the question of the requisitions made 
by the Roumanian army in Hungary is to be resolved. 

As to the application of these principles, Roumania gladly accepts the proposal 
of the Supreme Council to have an Inter-Allied Commission instituted at Budapest, 
and is ready to designate a Roumanian representative to that Commission. 

It further accepts — although not recognizing the necessity — that Inter-Allied 
organizations be established at Szolnok and Csongrad wdthout delay for the control 
and verification of the car clearance of the trains crossing these bridges en route 
to Roumania. However, it would be opportune to accord other duties to these 
Commissions and in particular give them full authority to enforce the unloading 
of merchandise. 

Concerning the abusive application of the general instructions relative to 
requisitions, the Roumanian Government regrets to note that the Supreme Council 
considered them of an importance and nature which correspond neither ^\ith the 
spirit of the order or the discipline of the Roumanian army. 

The isolated cases which have been indicated to the Roumanian Government 
shall be investigated and any abuses confirmed shall be repaired and punished. 
However, to give the Sub-Commission on Reparations authority to receive com- 
plaints concerning abusive requisitions would be submitting the Roumanian 
military authorities to an International treatment to which none of the other Allied 
armies of occupation have been subjected. Under similar circumstances, it is well 
known that the Serbian army refused to admit the application of analogous 
measures in the Banat, at the time the French command made a proposal to that 
effect, and the representatives of the Conference did not insist on compliance by 
the Government at Belgrade, despite numerous complaints from those affected. 

The Roumanian Government fully shares the point of view of the Supreme 
Council with regard to the nature of the Hungarian Government and the condi- 
tions it must comply with. Having already turned over the rifles and ammunition 
destined for the police and Hungarian gendarmerie, the Roumanian forces have 
received orders to evacuate Hungary as far as the Theiss. They have postponed 
this evacuation up to the present time only at the request of the Allied repre- 
sentatives. They will also leave the territories betw'een the Theiss and the new 
firontiers as soon as the Hungarian Gkivernment is in a position to furnish the 
necessary’ guarantees for the security of these territories. 

According to the agreement established between the Roumanian High Com- 
mand and the Representative of the Conference at Budapest, the retreat of the 
Roumanian troops will commence on November lo, with a margin of 3 days more 
or less, according to necessity. 

The Roumanian Government is now preoccupied entirely with the work of 
reconstructing the Roumanian countries drained and impoverished by the count- 
less extortions effected by the German and Austro-Hungarian armies during their 
occupation. 

November 2, 1919. Gener*^l Vaitoianu. 
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Appendix E to No. 20 


Telegram from Sir George Clerks Budapest^ to the Supreme Council^ Pfovember gtk, 

No. 6. 

With reference to telegrams Nos. 3 and 4.^^ 

I venture to express my sincere opinion that decisions of Supreme Council in 
regard to evacuation by Roumanians, Czechs and Serbians and to action to be 
taken at Prague on question of coal wdll greatly help situation here. Atmosphere 
generally is much better than it was a fortnight ago and much uneasiness and mis- 
trust has been dissipated- Most significant sign is that Admiral Horthy and leaders 
of extreme left met in my house two days ago and Admiral Horthy’s declaration 
of impartiality- and discipline of his army was fully accepted. There will always 
be a certain risk of incidents when Roumanians evacuate Budapest and Hungarians 
take over control but I had made up my mind as soon as I came here that such 
risk must be taken as nothing can really be done until Roumanians have left and I 
feel today danger is immeasurably less. Inter-Allied Mission of Generals, Admiral 
Troubridge and I have complete confidence in Admiral Horthy’s loyalty and 
sincerity- and there is every reason to believe his hold over army is really effective. 

Question of police and gendarmerie is somewhat different. I had already dis- 
cussed matter with Inter-Allied Mission and I feel that their authority over police 
and gendarmerie is a guarantee against latter abusing their power. It is scarcely 
possible for Allies to send troops or even police in sufiicient numbers and my 
considered opinion is that we must trust to our influence over Hungarian troops, 
gendarmerie and police. 

Inter-AHied Mission of Generals agree but we would suggest immediate despatch 
of 20 Allied officers, rank of major and captain, to be attached to various armies 
and police units would be valuable safeguard and assistance. 

Political situation is developing satisfactorily though there are still many 
obstacles to be overcome before complete solution can be reached. It must be 
realised that great bulk of opimon, mosdy ignorant, in country stands behind 
Friedrich. Pendulum has su-ung violently firom left to right but is now beginning 
to come slowly towards centre. But allow-ance must be made for present state of 
populace and to some extent to natural prejudice, and changes of Government 
must be effected with as little disturbance of populace as possible. 

All responsible politicians, even these in Friedrich’s cabinet, now realize that 
coalition government must come and idea is becoming familiar to masses. Diffi- 
culties now are mainly reconciliation of personal interests and private political 
ambitions. I am not without hope of overcoming these difficulties, only patience 
is required. 

General sentiment of political leaders in country today so clearly recognises 
lines on which solution must be found and general atmosphere is so much better 
than it was a fortnight ago that I am fairly confident that law and order will be 
mamtained. Impartiality of my mission is I think universally recognised as well as 
desire of Alhes to help Hungary and confidence felt in mission of Generals and 
Admiral Troubridge is a moral factor of immense value. 

It may take a little time to get satisfactory solution and Friedrich may resign 
and talk big but I am now- much less anxious about internal peace and quiet here 

This telegram is printed by F. Dedk, op. cit., pp. 528-9. 

See No. 15, appendices A and B respectively. 
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and Hungarian forces being used for reaction and oppression. 'WTile are a!l 
here Hungarians will behave soberly. 

Mission of Generals and Admiral Troubridge agree with terms of this telegram. 


Appendix F to No. 20 


No. 831. 


sroAPEST, Xovember jo, 


From: Inter-Allied Military Mission, 


To: Supreme Council of the Peace Conference, Paris. 

The Roumanian Command today submitted a plan for the evacuation of 
Hungary as far as the Theiss river. The evacuation will commence on November 
13th and will last 10 days. The Roumanian representative was requested to give 
details concerning the continuation of the retreat to the frontier, but replied that 
orders covering the evacuation beyond the Theiss had not yet been received from 
Bucarest. The Roumanian plan implies the removal of all temporary bridges on 
the Theiss. The Mission will demand that these bridges and also the pontoon 
bridges be preserved until the retreat toward the frontier be completed. At the 
request of the Roumanians, the Allied guards wiH take over the Danube bridges 
and those which unite Bude to Pest on the morning of the 14th, until such time as 
the Roumanians \viU have evacuated the city. An Inter-Allied Commissicn has 
been designated to supervise the Hungarian Government in its disposition of the 
war prisoners detained by the Roumanians. The Mission recommends that all 
war prisoners be released by the Roumanians and given a chance to choose between 
Hungarian and Roumanian nationality without any conditions as to their former 


residence. 


Inter- Allied Military Mission. 


Budapest, 


No. 21 

H. D. 91.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Thursday, 
November 13, 1919^ 10.30 a.m. 


Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Hamson. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Nonn^. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 


Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. , „ . „ 

Jomr Secretariat: U.S.A. Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 
G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 


Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 
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The following ^v'ere also present for items in which they were concerned: 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, General Groves, Lt.-Colonel 
Kisch, Commander Lucas, Mr, L. [A.] Leeper, Mr. Palairet. 
France: Colonel Roye, Captain Roper, M. Laroche. 

Italy: Lt.-Colonel Piccio, M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


M. PiGHON stated that M. Clemenceau had asked him to apologize for 
being unable to be present at the opening of the meeting. He proposed to 
start with the second item on the agenda, viz.: the draft telegram to Sir 
George Clerk. 

I. (The Council had before it a draft telegram to Sir George Clerk prepared 

by Sir Eyre Crowe (see Appendix A).) 

Draft Telegram to Eyre Crowe called &e attention of the Council to the 

Sir George Clerk _ i i i -r-r i , 

last paragraph oi the draft telegram. He had thought it 
necessaiy- to call the attention of the Hungarian Government very specially 
to the necessity of its troops evacuating the Comitadjes of Western Hungary, 
which had been given to Austria by the Treaty of Saint-Germain. 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft telegram to Sir George Clerk (see Appendix A). 


2. (The Council had before it a note from the Drafting Committee dated 
November 3rd (see Appendix B) and a note from the British 
Delegation dated November nth (see Appendix C).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the Supreme Council at its 
meeting of November ist had decided to obtain the advice 
of the Drafting Committee on the draft note prepared by the 
Aeronautical Representatives in answer to a communication 
of the German Government dated October 12th. The Drafting Committee, 
having alluded to the fact that the question was already covered by a para- 
graph of the protocol to be signed by the German Plenipotentiaries, had 
concluded that it was useless to send that note.^ Since then, the question 
had again been discussed by the Aeronautical experts and the Drafting Com- 
mittee. They had come to the conclusion that the protocol did not cover all 
the violations which the Germans had committed under that heading. Under 
these conditions it appeared advisable to reply to the German note of October 
1 2th, and he thought that it would be necessary to put the question once 
more before the Drafting Committee. 

M. DE Martino agreed that Sir Eyre Crowe^s proposal was very opportune. 
It was a most important point which they should not leave in the air, and he 
insisted that the proposal of the British representative be taken into con- 
sideration. 

Captain Roper said it was indeed extremely advisable that the views of 
the Supreme Council on that point should be made clear. There were, how- 
ever, two ways of proceeding: they could either reply directly to the German 
Armistice Commission, or confine themselves to sending instructions to 
* See No. 10, minute 4, and No. ii, minute 5. 


Instructions to the 
Inier-^Allied Aero- 
nautical Commis- 
sion of Control in 
Germany 
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Gtcneral Masterman. The draft instructions could be sent immediately, but 
the Drafting Committee was of the opinion that it would he advisable to await 
the coming into force of the Treaty before answering the Germans. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Drafting Committee might prepare at the 
same time draft instructions for General Masterman and a reply to the 
German Armistice Commission, which would be sent at a later date. 

Mr. Polk wished to ask to what extent the Germans could dispose of their 
aeronautical material, balloons, Zeppelins, etc. 

General Groves stated that the Germans could not dispose of anything 
which might be considered military or naval aeronautical material. 

Mr. Polk inquired who was the court of appeal on the military* or naval 
character of that material. 

General Groves answered that it was the Aeronautical Commission of 
Control. 

It was decided : 

to entrust the Drafting Committee to prepare in agreement with, the 

technical experts: 

(1) draft instructions for General Masterman ; 

(2) a reply to the German note of October 12th- concerning German aero- 

nautical material. (See Appendices B and C.) 


3. (The Council had before it a draft letter to the German Delegation 
regarding elections in Upper Silesia (see Appendix D ) 
Municipal Elections in PoLK said that the elections which had just taken 

Upper i sta place in Upper Silesia were partly favourable to the Poles. 

Would it not be inadvisable, under these circumstances, to oblige the 
Plebiscite Commission to hold these elections in all cases null and void? 

M. Laroche said he had asked himself the same question. The Polish 
Press considered those elections a great success for the Polish cause. The 
German papers, however, brought out the fact that the Poles had not ob- 
tained half the votes recorded. From a legal point of view it seemed difficult 
to annul the elections only in part; he thought it better to stick to the principle 
of declaring- all elections void. The Plebiscite Commission might take on the 
spot all necessary administrative measures to maintain, in extraordinax}’- 
cases, the election in certain municipalities. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that Mr. Polk’s observation might be satisfied by 
the last paragraph. They might use, instead of sa\ing, ‘That the 
Powers will consider as null and void’, the words, ‘That they will hold them- 
selves entitled to consider null and Yoid, etc. On the other hand, the Pow ers 
wished this note to put an end to the exchange of correspondence with the 
Germans on that question. He, therefore, thought it more adwable to omit 
the paragraph beginning with the words, ‘in this connection the observauons, 
etc.’;^ as a matter of fact that paragraph contained allegations of fact which 


2 The paragraph in appendix D beginning: Tn this respect the statements etc.’ It is 
evident from Sir E. Crowe’s quotations that the text before him was not verbally identical 
with that in appendix D. 
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ihe Germans would be tempted to answer. If this omission were approved, 
the fifth paragraph beginning with the words, ‘It is, however, a matter of 
surprise, etc.’ might well be placed at the end of paragraph 2 which began 
with the words, ‘if the Versailles Treaty, etc.’ 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft letter to the German Delegation concerning mimi- 

cipal elections in Upper Silesia, with the following changes : 

(1) omission of paragraph 4, beginning with the words, Tn this connection, 

etc.’ ; 

(2) paragraph 5, beginning with the words, Tt is, however, a matter of 

surprise, etc.’ should be placed at the end of paragraph 2, which 
begins with the w’ords ; ‘If the Versailles Treaty, etc.’ 

(3) in the last paragraph replace the words, ‘that they will consider as null 

and void’ by the words, ‘that they will hold themselves entitled to 
consider null and void, etc.’ (see Appendix D). 


4- 

Allowances to General 
Officers attached to 
Military Missions of 
Control who are mi 
Chairmen either of 
Commissions or sub- 
commissions 


[Not printed] 


5. (The Council had before it a draft note to the Roumanian Government 

^ ^ , prepared by M. Berthelot (see Appendix F).) 

Draft note to the Berthelot read the draft note 

Roumanian Government t ;DERTHEL0T reaO me dralt note. 

M. Clemengeau3 wished to inform the Council that he 
had been asked to receive General Goanda and M. Antonescu; he would 
receive them that afternoon, and he intended to confine himself to advising 
them to accept without further delay all the demands which were formulated 
by the Conference. 

Mr. Polk asked whether, in making reference in the second last paragraph 
of the letter to : ‘arrangements to be concluded with Hungary, Bulgaria and 
Russia’*^ they did not seem to commit themselves to giving Bessarabia to 
Roumania, in the event of the latter country complying wdth the Council’s 
demands. 

M. Berthelot did not think so; the question certainly had been discussed 
by a Commission which had come to the unanimous decision to give the 
whole of Bessarabia to Roumania, but the Council had not taken any decision 
to that effect, and its liberty of action remained unimpaired. 

M. Glemenceau stated they would wait before taking a final resolution 
until all the delegates had received their instructions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated he had already received his. 

^ !M, Glemenceau had entered the meeting during the discussion of the previous item. 

* The phrase is not present in the text of the file copy of appendix F as printed below. 
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Mr. Polk thought that the instructions he already had gave him sufScient 
authority to accept the draft under discussion. He \s'ould, hovrever, let ihe 
Council know his decision at the next meeting. 

M. BE Martino said that^ as far as he was concernedj he expected to 
receive his instructions that very evening. He felt the greatest confidence in 
the outcome of the interview which M. Glemenceau would have that after- 
noon with General Goanda and M. Antonescu. He expressed the hope that 
M. Glemenceau would speak to them with the firmness which he so "A'ell 
knew how to employ, and felt certain that he \vould obtain the results the 
Council desired. General Goanda was verj' intimate with IM. Braiiano and 
capable of having a good influence upon him. He w^ondered whether it was 
wise to discuss, as they were doing in the draft before them, the behaviour 
of Roumania during the war. They w^ere running the risk of starting a pole- 
mic, for Roumania would certainly be sure to answer that she had herself 
been abandoned by Russia. 

M. Glemenceau remarked that they also had been abandoned by Russia, 
which had not prevented their carrying on the w^ar to an end. Three months 
before the Bucharest Peaces he had warned M. Bratiano that he was com- 
mitting his country to a disastrous policy. M. Bratiano had protested that he 
would never conclude a separate peace, a protest w’hich had not prevented 
his doing so. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether a period of six days w^as not a little short. 

M. Glemenceau replied he thought there was point in gi\ing the Rouma- 
nians a rather short period ; they would thus bring them to ask for a prolonga- 
tion w^hich the Council would grant. But the veiy'- fact of their having asked 
for a prolongation would, as a matter of fact, commit the Roumanians to an 
answer, 

M. DE Martino thought it wrould be necessary to impose upon the 
Roumanians a definite time for the evacuation of the Hungarian territory 
to the east of the Theiss. 

M. Glemenceau wished to know whether the Council would give him 
authority to acquaint unofficially the Roumanian delegates he was to see 
that afternoon with the draft under discussion. 

Mr. Polk said he would very willingly give this authority^ especially as 
this document seemed to him remarkably well drafted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what their attitude would be should the Roumanian 
delegates, after having been unofficially acquainted with the draft note, ask 
for a postponement of the official communication of the note. 

M. Glemenceau thought that they should in any case send the note as 
soon as it had been definitely approved. 

It was decided: 

to authorize M. Glemenceau to conmmmicate unofficially to the Rou- 
manian delegates the substance of the draft note to the Roumanian 
Government (see Appendix F). 

s The reference was to the Treaty of Bucharest concluded on May 7, 1918, between 
Roumania and the Central Powers. 
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6 . Mr. Polk wished to ask^ as a matter of information, whether the situation 
had been modified since the Luxemburg question had 
Recognition of the Grand- discussed in the Council.^ He had been informed 

Ducal Government of ^ ^ British Government had recognized the Govern- 

ment of the Grand Duchess. 

M. Clemenceau had not heard that there had been any such recognition 
on the part of the British Government. Great Britain had only sent a repre- 
sentative to the wedding of the Grand Duchess. He would, however, be 
glad if Sir E\Te Groove would acquaint liimself with the exact situation. The 
situation as between France and Luxemburg was as follows: the majority of 
the Luxemburgers was favourable to a ‘rapprochement’ with France, but the 
French did not wish to commit themselves to a policy which might involve 
them in difficulties with Belgium. As for the present Government of Luxem- 
burg, the Grand Duchess ^vas German by birth, and he believed, by sympathy. 
She was, however, obliged at this time to appear very francophile. There 
were no present difficulties between France and Belgium on the general 
question. The only question in dispute was a certain railroad administered 
by the Alsace-Lorraine Railroads, which Bismarck had taken away from 
France in 1871. The Belgians were claiming this railroad, which the French 
could not give them. That was a very small difficulty, which furthermore, 
was on the point of being settled. It was essential that the Principal Powers 
should act in accord concerning the recognition of the present Luxemburg 
Government. 

M. Berthelot said the Belgians had asked the French whether they 
intended to recognize the Grand Ducal Government. They had answered 
it was for the Belgians first to take a decision on that point. The Belgians 
had then said they preferred to abstain provisionally from recognizing the 
Government of the Grand Duchess, and the French had based their attitude 
upon the Belgian. The sending of a representative by the British Govern- 
ment to the wedding of the Grand Duchess had been a mere act of courtesy. 
Nevertheless from information they had received, it would appear that there 
had been at the same time recognition of the Luxemburg Government by 
Great Britain. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he would get information on the subject^ and com- 
municate it to the Council. (The question was then adjourned.) 

^ See No. 15, minute ii. 

7 Sir G. Grahame, Minister in H.M. Embassy at Paris, had reported in telegram 
No. 1154 of November 5, 19 ig, to Lord Gurzon: ‘I have notified [French] Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs of decision of His Majesty’s Government to recognise Grand Duchess of 
Luxemburg. Ministry for Foreign Affairs expressed astonishment at action of His Majesty’s 
Government, it having been understood that the two countries would act together in regard 
to such recogmtion. Belgian Government had told French Government that they were not 
recognising Her Royal Highness and French Government replied that [they] were not doing 
so either.’ The matter was investigated at the Foreign Office and on November 14, igiQj 
the following telegram. No. 1257, 'vas sent by Lord Gurzon to Sir G. Grahame: ‘Please 
express to French Government sincere regret of EGs Majesty’s Government that in according 
recognition to Luxemburg Government previous assurance that no such action would be 
taken 'v\ithout consultation with the French Government was unfortunately overlooked by 
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7. Mr. Polk wished to say a few words to the Council on the 

German oil tank ships. On September 27tK die Supreme Cound 3 

r^lhips ^ ^ decided to ask the Germans 

to deliver the 14 German oil tank ships %vh.ich were at 

Hamburg.^ Since that date he had several times discussed the cuesdon 
with Sir Eyre Crowe and Mr. Henry Berenger. There was a good^deal of 
feeling in America on that question: for that reason he earnestiv ^vished that, 
pending the outcome of negotiations, the ships under discussion should stay 
where they were. He thought his proposal would not raise any difficulties, 
as he hoped to arrive at a solution within three or four days. 

M. Glemengeau asked what were his objections to these ships being taken 
to an Allied port. 

Mr. Polk said that certain declarations Mr. Hoover had made had ffiven 
the impression in America that the fate of these ships was already settled. 
Out of that arose the question which was the object of the negotiations then 
in progress.^ 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that in the protocol submitted for the German 
signature^® the Council had confirmed the decision of September -27th bv 
asking the delivery of all these ships, without specifying them by name. It did 
not seem possible to ask the Germans now to keep these ships: that would be 
to publish a difference of views between the Allies. It was to be hoped, how- 
ever, that the Germans had not yet delivered the ships in question. If by 
chance they had already done so it would be sufficient to instruct the Naval 
Armistice Commission to retain these ships without doing an\T:hmg with 
them for the moment. He hoped Mr. Polk would not see any objection to 
this procedure. 

Mr. Polk said that the record of the meeting of September 27th showed 
that those ships were to be delivered to the Allies, but did not specify under 
what conditions the temporary operation of these ships should be regulated. 
He feared that if these ships were to be delivered by the Germans in the Firth 
of Forth a wrong interpretation of this measure w^ould spread in America. 

M. Glemengeau asked that the discussion be adjourned to the following 
day. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

PariSs November 13, igig- 

us. Question was raised suddenly by enquiry of Belgian Government whether the King 
would be represented at wedding of Grand Duchess, when it was erroneously assumed that 
this involved prior recognition of Belgian Gk>vemment. It is too late to recede but His 
Majesty’s Government are sincerely vexed at ha\ing given even momentary ground for 
the impression which had no foundation in fact, that they desired in the smallest degree 
to go behind backs of French and Belgian Governments. Repeated to The Hague No, i49®> 
Brussels No. 208.’ H-M. Ambassador at Brussels was authorized to speak to the Belgian 
Minister of Foreign Affairs in a similar sense. 

^ See Vol. I3 No. 66, minute i. 

^ See No. 22, minute 2. See No. 10, appendix C. 
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Appendix A to No. 21 

Telegrmn from the Supreme Council to Sir George Clerk 

PARIS, November 12, igig. 

The Supreme Council have this morning considered your telegram No. 6 of 
November gth.^^ They desire to express their satisfaction at the success \\ith 
which your efforts to unite different parties in a temporary coalition government 
are meeting. The Supreme Council are gratified to learn that in your opinion 
Admiral Horthy's assurances that the troops under his command will submit them- 
selves to the ^vishes of the Peace Conference may be regarded as inspiring con- 
fidence. You \vill no doubt continue to bear in mind and to impress on all parties 
concerned that ^vhatever political arrangements are now arrived at, they must 
afford no opportunity for aiding or favouring the return, whether by overt or 
covert methods, of the Hapsburg dymasty, an event which the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Po^vers would regard as a disaster and would in no case permit. 

You %nll by this time have received the communications of the Supreme Council 
to the Roumanian, Czecho-Slovak and Serb-Croat-Slovene Governments, dated 
November 7 th calling on them to evacuate such parts of Hungary as are at present 
occupied by their forces.^- Satisfactory’ assurances have already been received 
from the Czecho-Slovak Government. In a note from the Roumanian Govern- 
ment received yesterday, an undertaking is given of immediate evacuation of 
Hungary, but only as far as the Theiss. The Supreme Council have already, as 
you know, informed the Roumanian Government that they are required to evacu- 
ate the whole of Hungary’ at present occupied by them. The Roumanian note is 
unsatisfactory in eveiy^ respect and the Supreme Council are now considering what 
attitude they should adopt to make their authority respected. As soon as a decision 
is reached, you shall be duly informed. 

The Supreme Council have also considered your proposal that the Allies should 
despatch twenty officers with the rank of major and captain for the Hungarian 
gendarmerie. They are favourably disposed to this proposal, but a reference to 
the several Governments is necessary before it can be definitely approved. The 
expenditure involved w^ould no doubt be borne on the budget of the gendarmerie 
and be at the charge of the Hungarian Government. 

The^^ Supreme Council continue to receive from Vienna complaints that the 
troops of General [jfr] Horthy refuse to evacuate the districts of Western Hungary 
assigned to the Austrian Republic by the treaty of St. Germain. They ask you to 
call the attention of the Hungarian military authorities to the necessity of agreeing 
to the territorial frontiers fixed by the Peace Conference as a preliminary to any 
measures of recognition or support. 

” See No. 20, minute 3 and appendix E. 

Cf. No. 15, minute i. 

See No. 20, minute 6. 

See No. 20, appendix D. 

Note in original: ‘Note by the British Delegation. This paragraph has been added 
as it seems opportune to settle this question at the same time as the evacuation of the 
Hungarian territory.’ 
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Appendix B to Xo, 21 
Note for the General Secyeiauat 

In \ie\v of the clauses of the Protocol addressed to Germany, ir did rxoi apnenr, 
in accord with the Inter- Allied High Command, opportune to reply to the German 
Note of October 12, relative to aeronautical material, ai ihe present dme.- 
In case, however, that the Inter-Allied Aviation Seiwice would deem it necessam* 
to not leave the said German note without response, it would be advisar^le to tvait 
until the entiy^ into force of the Treaty, as the stipulations of the Trear\' could he 
more forcefully supported by the Aeronautic Control Mission ^vhich at that dnie 
will be definitely qualified to act officially. 

For the Drafting Committee. 

Henri Fro:»l\geot. 

Noi ember rgr^. 


Appendix C to Xo, 21 


II NitTizber. i^io. 

!My dear Aunbassador: 

. . . I^® have the honour to inform Your Excellency that, since this decision ’-.-as 
taken, the French and British aeronautical experts and the French and British 
Legal Advisers have again discussed the question and have arrived at the conclu- 
sion that the paragraph in the Protocol referred to above does not adequately deal 
with all the offences committed by the Germans in connection with this matter 
and that notably the following resolutions passed by the Supreme Council are not 
covered by the paragraph: 

‘That the German Government shall be informed that the Allies are aware 
that service Upes of aircraft are being converted to commercial use, and that 
the President of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control shall be 
the sole judge as to w^hether any aircraft is of a service type or otherwise. 

That the German Government shall be informed that the 500 engines sold 
to private companies shall be delivered to the Allies at once at a place to be 
specified, and all other material of this description shall forthwith be handed 
over to the Inter- Allied Commission of Control. (August 6th' . 

Most particularly, Germany may neither sell, give away or export any 
aeronautical material (aircraft, motors, spare parts} including motors captured 
from the Allies, or converted aircraft known as civil aircraft, which are in fact 
W’ar material. (August 22nd). 

That all aeronautical material existing in Germany shall be considered as 
w’ar material and may in consequence be neither transported, removed, lent, 
used nor destroyed, but shall be stored until such time as the Inter-Allied 
Supervisory Air Commission shall have made a pronouncement with regard 
thereto. (September 29thj.’ 

The propriety of some of these resolutions is indeed even questioned in the 

The first two paragraphs of this note are omitted. They corresponded to Sir E. Crowe’s 
verbal recapitulation to the Supreme Council of the relevant events of November ^9^9? 
leading up to the acceptance by the Supreme Council that afternoon of the conclusion ol the 
Drafting Committee that no note regarding this matter should be sent to the German 
Government : see minute 2 and note i above. 
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German noie of October 12th, to which the draft, suppressed by the Counci 
was intended to be the reply. 

It appears most desirable that these resolutions, which have been transmitted 
to the German Government, should if possible be rigorously enforced, and it would 
appear that this can be done by the Chairman of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical 
Commission of Control as soon as ratifications of the Treaty have been deposited 
and the Commission begins to work. 

If this is the case, it would seem advisable that the Supreme Council should 
address a communication to that effect to the Chairman of the Commission who, 
if he attempted to enforce the resolutions in present circumstances, would doubtless 
lay himself open to the retort that the German authorities have received no answer 
to the communication 'which they have addressed to the Supreme Council 
questioning its right to pass these resolutions. 

* It should further be noted that the German note referred to also raises certain 
points regarding the interpretation of the Treaty which require decisions of the 
Council for the guidance of General Masterman, to whom the German Aero- 
nautical authorities have communicated the substance of the note. 

I -^vould accordingly venture to suggest that the Legal Advisers should be 
requested to examine the German note of October 12th in connection with the 
resolutions above-quoted and to draft a communication to General Masterman on 
the subject for submission to the Supreme Council. 

Believe me, etc.^^ 

His Excellency JMonsieur P. Dutasta, 

Ambassador, Secretary General of the 
Peace Conference, Paris. 

Appendix D to No. 2 1 
Proposed Letter to the German Delegation 

To Baron von Lersner, President of the German Delegation. 

In response to the question asked on October 30 last by the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, the German Delegation replied, on November 7, that the municipal 
elections in Upper Silesia would take place on the 9th instant. At the same time, 
it explained the motives for which the Prussian Government thought it could dis- 
regard the observations of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

If the literal meaning of the Treaty of Versailles be strictly adhered to, there can 
be no question but that the Prussian State has the right, up to the coming into 
force of the Treaty, to administer the territory of Upper Silesia to be submitted 
to a plebiscite. 

In fact, there is no doubt but that the results of the municipal elections con- 
ducted under these circumstances, being the first popular vote since the signing of 
the Treaty, would be interpreted by the national parties in opposition as an indica- 
tion of their respective strengths, which indication might be falsified in such a 
manner as to prejudice the result of the plebiscite. It would therefore seem prob- 
able that these elections are to seiv^e as pretext to an agitation destined to influence 
the fixture vote relative to the destiny of the country, although the conditions under 

For this draft see No. 10, appendix D. 

Signature lacking in original of this appendix. 

See No. 8, appendix F and No. 18, appendix A. 



which the balloting is taking place at the present time are far :ro:r. resent' lir.r 
those which are to govern the operations of the plebiscite. 

In this respectj the statements contained in ycur letter of Xcventcer relative 
to voting facilities to the Poles, and even to refugees, cculd not even 'oe alluded ro. 
Everybody knows that a large number of Poles had to leave Upper Silesia tn 
account of recent troubles. As to these who remained, tire -•\21ied and Associated 
Powers have good reasons to fear that they are not in the prener condititn to 
express their vote with all the desired freedom, 

^loreover, it is surprising that the Prussian Government, in order to nrtceed to 
these elections, has awaited the moment when the coming into force c: the Trean-, 
it cannot deny this, is near. 

Under these conditions, the Allied and Associated Powers are obliged to inform 
the German Government that they consider the municipal elections which have 
been held by Germany in Upper SUesia before the coming into force of ihe Treaty, 
and against their motivated advice, null and void. The International Commission 
will therefore be imiied to take the proper measures in this respect immediately 
upon its going into operation. 

Please accept, etc. 


Appendix F to Xo. 21 
Draft of a Kote to the Roumanian Government 

November 13, igig- 

The Supreme Council has fully noted the Roumanian reply dated November 
2nd and signed by General Voitoianu.^*^ The Council is obliged to affirm that this 
note is entirely unsatisfactory’ to the Allied and Associated Powers, and very 
seriously’ compromises relations between Roumania and the Allies. The Allies 
must request the Roumanian Government to make an unconditional answ’er. 

Since the commencement of August, that is, from the time of the Roumanian 
occupation of Budapest, the Peace Conference has unceasingly requested Rou- 
mania to adopt an attitude in Hungary consistent with the principles of the Allies 
in common, and the engagements by w’-hich they are bound. 

^Vith indefatigable patience, and animated by the respect of the Allies for one 
another, and with the hope that the Roumanian Government w’ould finally realize 
that it cannot with impunity disregard these principles, and escape the reciprocal 
engagements of the Allies, the Peace Conference has made every’' effort to maintain 
the ties w’hich unite the Allies with Roumania and to obtain Roumania’s com- 
pliance with the decisions of the Supreme Council: on August 4, August 5, 
August 6, August 7, August 14, August 23, August 25, September 5, October 12, 
November 3, and November 7 urgent requests w’ere communicated to that end to 
the Government at Bucarest.^® 

All these patient efforts resulted only in the reply of November 2, appeasing in 
w'ords, but negative in fact: concerning the three questions asked, acceptance of 
the frontiers fixed by the Supreme Council; signing of the Treaty- with Austria 
and the Minorities Treaty; arrangement of the Hungarian situation; the note 
disregards the first tw'o and replies only to the third. 

Even on the third, none of the demands have been satisfactorily agreed to. The 
principle of discontinuing requisitions in Hungary is admitted, it is true, and also 
the institution of an Inter- Allied Commission at Budapest for the application of 
See VoL I passim, and, in the present volume, No. 12, minute 3 and No. 15, minute i. 



these principles, but Roumania, in making this latter concession, does not agree 
that the Commission have authority to unload the merchandise which has accumu- 
lated in Hungarian cars on account of being held up for verification at the bridges, 
at this time, or that the Commission be qualified to receive complaints or to 
conduct inquiries into the abuses committed by the Roumanian military authorities. 
The retreat of the Roumanian troops is agreed to only as far as the Theiss, which 
does not comply the decision of the Powers which specifies the evacuation of 
all Hungarian territory' and their retreat to beyond the frontiers definitely fixed by 
them, a decision which was immediately agreed to by the other neighbouring 
States, Gzecho-Siovakia and Serbia. 

To sum up, the Roumanian Government has continued for three months and 
a half to negotiate wth the Conference, from Power to Power, and has not taken 
into account any other rights or interests than her own, and by refusing [^zV] to 
accept the responsibilities of solidaiiU’, although wishing to benefit from any 
advantages resulting therefrom. 

The Gonfei'ence makes a last appeal to the wusdom of the Government and of 
the Roumanian people before deciding the serious resolution of severing all rela- 
tions with Roumania. The right of the Conference to be heard is based essentially 
upon the fact that Roumania o^ves to the Allied victory the incalculable service of 
ha\ing reconstituted her national unity by doubling her territory and her popula- 
tion. Without the immense sacrifices of the Allies, Roumania would be decimated, 
ruined and in bondage, and without any possible hope at the present time. 
Roumania entered the struggle for her own freedom at the end of the second year 
of the war, and by dictation [dictating] her own conditions; it is true she made 
great sacrifices, and suffered hard trials, but she finally agreed to treat separately 
wth the enemy and to submit to his law at a time when she still had under arms 
an army of more than 400,000 men; her liberty and her victory, as well as her 
future, she owes to the Allies. 

How can such a situation be lost sight of, and so soon forgotten by Roumanian 
statesmen? 

In any event, the Supreme Council can wait no longer; Roumania is therefore 
inHted to comply, without discussion, reseiv^ations or conditions, with the following 
resolutions : 

(ist) to entirely evacuate Hungarian territory by withdrawing to beyond the 
frontiers definitely- fixed by the Conference; 

(2Rd) to agree to the constitution of an Inter-Allied Commission for deciding, 
controlling and judging the requisitions made in Hungary from the commencement 
of Roumanian occupation; 

i'3rd) to sign the Treaty with Austria and the Minorities Treaty. 

The Supreme Council \\ill wait six days for an affirmative or a negative reply 
by the Roumanian Government. 

If this reply is not satisfactory to the Supreme Council of the Allies, the Allies 
have decided to inform Roumania that she has become separated from them. 
They shall invite Roumania to immediately recall her Delegates to the Peace 
Conference, and wall withdraw’ their diplomatic missions at Eucarest. 

As to the fixing of frontiers still undetermined, the Peace Conference shall 
cease to sustain the territorial claims of Roumania. 

It would be with the deepest regret that the Supreme Council of the Allies would 
be forced to break with Roumania, but the Council feels that it has been patient 
to the extreme limit. 
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No. 22 


H. D. 92.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fke 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d'Orsaj, Paris, on Friday, 
November 14, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Sir Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xonnan. 

France'. AI. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Du:asta, M- 
Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy. M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: AI. Matsui; secretary, AI. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: AI. de Percin. Italy. AI. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: AI. Alantoux. 

The foliowdng were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Rear-Admiral AIcGullv, U.S.N., Lt.-Ccmmander Koehler. 

U.S.N., Air. E. L. Dresel, Air. W. H. Buckler, Air. A. 'W. DuHes. 
British Empire: General Hammond, Commander Dunne, Air. A. Deeper. 
France: AI. Henry Berenger, AI. Laroche, General Le Rond, AI. de 
Alontille, AI. Amaroy, AI. Aron. 

Italy: AI. Vannutelli-Rey, Comdt. Ingianni. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


I. AI. Clemenceau reported his conversation of the previous day with 
General Coanda and AI. Antonescu. They had asked that 
I^ajt^toieto the period for a reply be extended from six to eight davs 

inasmuch as they declared that they were able to assure 
him that within that time the Supreme Council would receive a favourable 
answer, without qualifications, from the Roumanian Government. They had 
also asked that the sentence dealing with the conclusion of peace, while a 
Roumanian army of 400,000 men was still in the field, be expunged. His 
impression was that the Roumanians w^ere really ready at last to give satis- 
faction on all points. He thought that when so doing they mighi try to discuss 
the question of the Alinorities Treaty, but he did not think that they w'ould 
offer serious resistance on this point and that any such discussion w’ould really 
amount to nothing. 

AI. DE Martino reminded M. Clemenceau that at the previous meeting he 
had expressed the greatest confidence in the outcome of the interview between 
AI. Clemenceau and General Coanda and AI. Antonescu, and he was glad 
to see that his confidence had in every way been justified. 

AI. Clemenceau replied that it was as a result of his association with his 
Italian colleagues that he had acquired diplomatic skill. He suggested that 
a decision as to sending the draft note to the Roumanian Government be 
postponed until all the delegates had received the instructions of their 
Governments. 


. (This suggestion w^as agreed to.) 
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2. Mr. Polk desu-ed briefly to summarize the present status of the question 
of oil tank ships. On September 27th, after the matter had 
i^si^n ofGai^n discussed at several prior meetings, the Supreme Coun- 
I. aro. r.ips cii had decided to allocate the tankers in accord with the plan 
of the Allied Maritime Transport Executive. At that time he had accepted 
and joined in the decision without being fully aware of the purport of the 
prior discussions and of the attitude of his Government. The position taken 
by the United States was that behind this question the ultimate and beneficial 
ownership of the tankers was a question for the Reparation Commission. 
The remaining question, w'hich w'as the troublesome one, was as to the tem- 
porary- allocation of these tankers. Messrs. Davis and Hoover had thought 
that this latter question had already been decided in a sense contrary to that 
of the decision of September 27th, which had temporarily allocated these 
vessels betw een Great Britain, France, Italy and Belgium. When that decision 
had been communicated to his Government it had protested against it 
because it felt that this was contrary to a decision already taken. He now 
wished to suggest that pending a final decision, which he hoped would very' 
shortly be arrived at, nine of the fourteen tankers in question be allowed to 
remain where they were so that there would be no change in the situation. 
He wished to explain the reasons for this suggestion. There was a great deal 
of feeling in the United States, and if the temporary allocation decided upon 
by the A.M.T.E. were to be put into effect it w'ould cause his Government 
great embarrassment. If the decision of September 27th could be rescinded, 
and the tankers could be held where they then were pending a final decision, 
the shipping question he thought would become very simple. 

M. CleSiIENCEau asked why only nine of the tankers were spoken of. • How 
many were there? 

M. Berexger replied that there were fourteen. 

M. Clemenceau inquired why Mr. Polk had raised the point with respect 
to only nine of them. 

Mr. Polk explained that nine of these tankers were claimed by a sub- 
sidiary of the Standard Oil Company. 

IM. Clemexceau said that he then understood that no question was raised 
as to the temporary allocation of the other five tankers. 

Mft*JgpLK said that that was the case. 

Sir Evre Crowe pointed out that a formal demand had been made upon 
the Germans to deliver these tankers. Furthermore, in the protocol drawn 
up for their signature, the point of the imdelivered tankers had been specifi- 
cally brought up. With respect to the attitude to be taken toward the 
German Govjmment it seemed to hini quite impossible to modify this 
demand which had already been formally made. The Germans had been 
playing for time and counting on dissension between the Allied and Associated 
Powers. If the Germans had not yet delivered these tankers, and did not do 
so within a week or two, Mr, Polk’s views would be partially met and the 
situation would be facilitated. If the ships had been delivered he was willing 
in deference to IMr. Polk’s urgent representations to agree that the decision 
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of September 27th be modified, but only to the foil jwinii extent: if tne 
umkers had been delivered to the Armistice Commission titev should rema::; 
in the hands of the Armistice Commission instead of beiri§ temporarily 
allocated in the manner theretofore decided upon by the A.M.T.E. 

M, Berexger read the decision of September 27th h.d. bad Minute : 
This decision had been arrived at unanimously after a Ions; and careiul study 
of the question. 

Mr. Polk said that was not so as far as he was concerned. 

!M. Berenger mentioned several instances showing that the United States 
Representatives on various Committees had been thoroughly familiar v/ith 
the question in all its phases. Mr. Polk himself had had the question put on 
the agenda on September 23rd. Pre\iously there had been a full discussion 
at a meeting at which Mr. Dulles and others had been present. Telegrams 
had been exchanged and certainly the question was one of such importance 
that the United States Government must have been fully aware of it. As soon 
as the decision had been made known great pressure had been brought to 
bear both in New York and Berlin. The first effect of that pressure was that 
the Shipping Board had committed an act of violence in holding up the 
steamer Imperator and other passenger ships in contravention of the 
decision of the Supreme Council. Furthermore pressure had been exerted in 
Berlin to keep the tankers in Hamburg and not have them go to the Firth of 
Forth. This pressure had been brought by the Standard Oil Company which 
claimed the ownership of the stock of the Deutsch-Amerikanische Petroleum 
Gesellschaft. In October 1914 the tanker Leda had been taken by the 
British as a prize of war and condemned by a Prize Court, but thereafter, as 
a result of American representations, this ship had been given up by England 
to the American Government for the Standard Oil Company. The Leda 
had been given up by the British Government as a result of the Standard 
Oil Company’s claim of ownership of the stock of the Deutsch-Amerikanische 
Petroleum Gesellschaft. Twenty seven other ships of the Deutsch-Amerika- 
nische Petroleum Gesellschaft in United States ports had been recognized 
as belonging to the Standard Oil Company, and judgments of competent 
courts had affirmed the Standard Oil Company’s ownership of the stock in 
question prior to the time the United States entered the war; but the con- 
tention of the United States that the tankers now at Hamburg were in the 
same situation could not be sustained. He had heard rumours from well 
informed sources that before the United States entered the war, i.e., in 1916, 
the Standard Oil Company had alienated its stock-holdings to a German 
concern. He agreed with Mr. Polk that the question of final ownership of the 
tankers could only properly be settled by the Reparation Commission. He 
wished to emphasize the fact that the solution of this question was most 
pressing; in fact it was vital inasmuch as some 50 thousand tons were involved 
and the scarcity of petroleum was world wide. On the other hand he agreed 
entirely with Sir Eyre Crowe with respect to the present disposition of these 
tankers. It would obviously not do to let the Germans sec that there was still 

I VoL I, No. 66. 
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dissension on this point between the Allied and Associated Powers, dissension 
resulting from a question of private ownership and interests. The German 
need for petroleum had been recognized and that difficulty had been settled. 
The Germans had only begun to emphasize their lack of petroleum in July 
and they had requested the use of ships to remedy the existing scarcity. The 
Supreme Council had decided that these tankers could circulate under the 
Inter- Allied flag for one voyage; it had been thought that this would supply 
the German needs. He took note of what Mr. Polk had said regarding the 
feeling of the United States but he wished to point out that before any con- 
cession could be made to the views of the United States Government the 
Shipping Board would certainly have to release the Imperator and the other 
passenger steamers wliich were being illegally retained in United States 
ports. The questions were closely connected. If the Shipping Board released 
the ships referred to the nine tankers in question might go to the Firth of 
Forth and be held there until a final decision on this question was reached. 
In the meanwhile the other five tankers should be disposed of pursuant to the 
decision of the A.M.T.E. relative to their temporary allocation. 

J^Ir. Polk did not wish to take up the GounciPs time by replying separately 
to all the points raised by M. Berenger, but he felt obliged to make a few 
remarks. Of course he also felt that it was advisable not to show that there 
was any lack of solidarity between the Allied and Associated Powers but he 
felt that as far as this question was concerned the Germans were well aware 
that there was a division of opinion. The question of the ultimate ownership 
of the tankers was a technical and an involved one, which should be decided 
by competent courts and the Reparation Commission. ^Vith regard to the 
rumoured sale by the Standard Oil Company of the stock of the Deutsch- 
Amerikanische Petroleum Gesellschaft that was far more than a rumour; in 
fact it had been referred to by the United States representatives in reports 
submitted by them to their colleagues on Commissions. The question to be 
settled w^as what the legal effect of that sale was. 

\I. Berexger said that that was the first time he had known definitely 
about that sale. 

Mr. Polk said that he meant the sale of the shares of the Deutsch- 
Amerikanische Petroleum Gesellschaft, and he wished to point out that [the] 
said sale had not been recognized by the Alien Property Custodian who had 
seized the German securities. This had been set forth in a note presented by 
the United States representatives. It was not within his province to discuss 
the propriety of the action of the Shipping Board; what he wished to point 
out was that his Government felt, rightly or wrongly, that the question of title 
had been discussed long ago and that because such a question existed, the 
ownership of these tankers had not been settled, nor had the allocation thereof 
been settled at Brussels. The matter had been brought up at London where 
the United States was only formally represented; then it had been referred to 
the Supreme Economic Council at Brussels, where the United States was not 
represented at all. Ai that time it had been unknown to him that an agree- 
ment existed covering the division of passenger ships and tankers between 
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Great Britain and France, and that the allocation made depended thereon. 

jM. Berenger said that he had not heard of anv such arrangement betvreen 
Great Britain and France. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he would have something to say on that point. 

Mr. Polk said that this agreement contemplated the delivery’ of passenger 
ships to Great Britain and tankers to France; he understood that a French 
company had been formed to enter the oil carrying trade. He was not 
stating these facts with any desire to engage in a controversy. He mereiy 
\\ished to show the feeling which existed in the United States. He had net 
been fully informed of all the points of discussion in this controversy, although 
as to that he was not seeking to present any excuses, but he could not help 
feeling that the other countries concerned had been fully aware of the delicate 
nature of the questions under discussion. The question had arisen in the 
French Chamber and a modification of the temporary’ allocation decided 
upon had been discussed. Public opinion in America had looked upon this 
as a permanent change in the allocation, contrary to the understanding 
which Mr. Hoover thought had been reached. He repeated that the Germans 
knew that there was a division of opinion on this question. He himself had 
done his utmost to see that the Protocol to be signed by’ Germany should not 
specifically mention these tankers. He only^ asked that the tankers should 
remain where they were. He wished to inquire if 'KL Berenger meant to say’ 
that if the Imperator and other passenger ships were not released by the 
Shipping Board the tankers should be allocated according to the decision 
of September 27th. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that it was a notorious fact that whenever the 
question of oil w^as touched upon, great difficulties resulted. With reference 
to the German knowledge of the division of opinion between tHe Allies, he 
thought he could not agree with Mr. Polk’s point of \iew. A first decision 
had been taken and formally notified to the Germans. They had then 
received information from Standard Oil Company sources that no attention 
need be paid to this decision. 

Mr. Polk said that this was something that he did not know. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that from the information in his possession, he felt 
sure that it was so. There had then been further discussion in the Supreme 
Council and the Germans had been a second time instructed to deliver the 
lank ships. The Germans had been aware that there had been disagreement 
prior to that final decision, but they did not know that such disagreement 
had continued thereafter. The situation was not now as Mr. Polk thought, 
and the question had become one of the honour and prestige of the Allied and 
Associated Powers in the eyes of the Germans. Mr. Polk had made two state- 
ments which it seemed to him might be interpreted as raising a question of 
the good faith of the British Government and to these, of course, he must 
object. The first statement was Mr. Polk’s reference to a decision taken at 
a meeting of the A.M.T.E. in London where the United States w’as only’ 
formally represented, and the subsequent reference of the question to the 
Supreme Economic Council at Brussels where it w'as known the United 



States was not represented. He wdshed to point out that the decision to hand 
over the ships was taken at a meeting at which a representative of the United 
States was present. The matter was then referred to the Supreme Economic 
Council. The suggestion therefore w^as that the decision had been arrived at 
over the heads of the Americans. He would emphasize that the proposal to 
refer the matter to the Supreme Economic Council was made by the United 
States representative himself wdth the implication that the United States 
would accept. He did not wish any possible impression to remain that the 
decision at Brussels was the result of taking advantage of the United States 
not being represented there. 

Mr. Polk said that of course he had meant to imply nothing of the kind. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the second point referred to by him was the 
alleged secret agreement between the French and British Governments. 

(He then read from a letter received from the Ministry of Shipping on 
the subject). 

There was no such agreement in existence. 

There was an agreement between Mr. Kemball Cook^ and M. Loucheur in 
regard to allocation of passenger steamers which was perfectly plain and 
above-board. In fact, Mr. Cook had announced it himself to the A.M.T.E. 
and had it circulated to all the Delegates with the minutes. The following 
wording occurred in that agreement: ‘in consideration of the allocation to 
France of the tank steamers as decided by the A.M.T.E.’ Mr. Cook pre- 
sumed that Mr. Polk was referring to that clause. If so it was a mare’s nest, 
as that simply referred to the withdrawal of Great Britain’s claim to certain 
tank steamers which was disclosed by the first examination of the percentage 
due to her on a rigid ton for ton basis in comparison to losses. As a matter of 
fact no bargain was possible with the French as neither were they in a position 
to make one nor were the British in a position to guarantee the delivery of the 
tank steamers. All the British had sadd was that they would not claim what 
they considered their just proportion of the tank steamers. The French Oil 
Shipping Companies were, of course, preparing for the management of these 
tankers. As it was then five weeks since the Supreme Council had allocated a 
considerable proportion of the steamers to France it did not seem unreason- 
able that the French should have been making preparations to take them 
over. 

M. Berenger pointed out that the agreement was dated November loth 
and could therefore have had no effect on the decision taken by the Supreme 
Council on September 27th. 

Mr. Polk said that he had not claimed that the agreement was a secret one 
but had merely said that he had not known of it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said the whole trouble was that the United States 
claimants would not admit that the allocation was purely temporary: they 
wished to mix it up with the question of permanent ownership. He now 
found himself in a difiB.cult position. The question had been raised of the 10 
passenger steamers illegally held by the Shipping Board in the United States. 

^ Director of Naval Sea Transport in the British Ivlinistry of Shipping. 
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7- In the month of September British crews were sent to York to bring 
back the S.S. Imperator and all arrangements were concinded vith the U.S, 
military' and naval authorities to move her, but at the last moment the American 
Shipping Board interfered and refused to allow the vessel to be delivered lo the 
British representadves, stating that their instructions were that the I^percijr 
and the seven other vessels had been assigned to them. All arguments failed to 
induce them to admit that such was not the case. 

8. The vessels are, consequently, l>ing idle, and His Majesr. 's Government is 
incurring a cost of hundreds of pounds daily in feeding and housing these British 
crews, which were sent to America to bring these ships over. 

9. Neither the U.S. Shipping Board nor the U.S. Government have the smallest 
conceivable right to detain these vessels. 

10. The most pressing representations have been made by the British Ambas- 
sador at Washington to the U.S. State Department on sevei^ occasions, and the 
State Department admit that the ships ought to be handed over, but iis efforts have 
failed to move the American Shipping Board. 

11. Early in October, Sir Josephhlaclay, the British Shipping Controller., made 
a personal appeal to the Chairman of the American Shipping Board to release 
these vessels, but with no result. 

12. A complete deadlock has been reached owing to the unjustified action cf the 
Shipping Board. 

13. In these circumstances the British Government requests the Supreme 
Council to address a formal request to the U.S. Government to hand over the 
above mentioned vessels to properly appointed agents of the British Government 
without delay. 

November 14^ 1919- 


Appendix H to No. 24 

Draft of Instructions to be sent [/o] General Masterman 

Note to be handed to German Government: 

According to Article 202, last alinea, of the Peace Treaty, Germany agrees to 
displace no aeronautic material, this material to be dehvered to the Allied and 
As^ciated Powers. 

Germany, with a view to escaping this agreement, continually operates the 
displacement, and even the sale and exportation of this material. By attempting 
to thus render valueless the obligations which she assumed, she compromises the 
loyal execution of the Treaty signed and rectified [? ratified] by her. 

The Allied and Associat^ Pow'ers remind Germany that the measures thus 
taken by her cannot be Justified, and that, in consequence, the said displaced, sold 
or exported material must be delivered to them according to the terms of the Peace 
Treaty, or, in default thereof, its equivalent value, upon the entry" into force of ihc 
Treaty. 
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readied ; while the other five tankers should be allocated according to the 
decision of the Allied Maritime Transport Executive. 

AIr. Polk said he would cable his Government with respect to this point. 

AI. CLEME^XEAU pointed out that the only point of agreement was that the 
ownership of the tankers in question should eventually be determined by the 
Reparation Commission. He agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe that the question 
raised by the action of the Shipping Board in the United States should not be 
taken up at that meeting. He thought it would be better to have the nine 
tankers go to the Firth of Forth until a final decision w’-ere had on the question. 
He appreciated the difficulties of the United States Government and wished 
to be of assistance to it as far as possible, because he thought it was not ulti- 
mately responsible for what had happened. He washed to point out, however, 
that with respect to the United States, the question was fundamentally one of 
private interests, w’hereas in France and England the question w^as one of 
general interest w’hich affected everybody. Under these conditions he felt 
that private interests should give w-ay. He trusted that wffien Air. Polk, as he 
had said he w’ould, sent a telegram to his Government relative to the sugges- 
tion that the nine tankers should go to the Firth of Forth and stay there until 
a final decision had been reached on the matter, he would at the same time 
take into consideration the view he (AI. Clemenceau) had just expressed, 
and that feeling in France and England was as fully aroused as it was in the 
United States. 

Mr, Polk wished to make it clear that his Government’s solicitude was not 
for the Standard Oil Company; his Government felt that a matter of principle 
was involved. He thought that the Standard Oil Company did not consider 
that the present administration w^as in its favour. 


3. (The Council had before it three joint notes from the Polish and Czecho- 
Joini Report from the Slovak Commissions relative to the plebiscite in Teschen 
Polish and Czecho- (see Appendix A) J) 

Slovak Commissions Ad. Laroche read and commented upon the joint report 

relative to the Plebis- of the Polish and Czecho-Slovak Commissions consisting of 
cite in Teschen 


3 Not printed. This appendix comprised: (i) A note to the Supreme Council, dated 
November 8, 1919, concerning the date of the plebiscite to be held at Teschen, Spisz, and 
Orava. This note proposed that the French Gk>vermnent should, on behalf of the Supreme 
Council, notify the Polish and Czechoslovak Governments that ‘on account of the delay 
occasioned by the circumstances at the beginning of the operations of the International 
Plebiscite Conmiission’, the period of three months within which the commission should 
proceed to hold the plebiscite, as pro\dded in article IV of the Act of September 27, 1919 
(cf. Vol. I, No. 66, minute 8), ‘will begin, not from the date of the notification of October i, 
but only Jrom the day when the International Commission, arrived on the ground, will iriform the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers that it is beginning its operations^, (ii) An undated note 
of the Supreme Council proposing a draft letter from M. Clemenceau to the Polish and 
Czechoslovak delegations assuring them that the Allied and Associated Powers, in coming 
to the decision of September 27, 1919, had taken into consideration the observations of the 
two delegations concermng conditions of voting, and had given appropriate instructions 
to the plebiscite co mmis sion. ‘These instructions are inspired by the idea that only persons 
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It -was decided : 

to accept tte recommendations of the joint report of the Polish and 
Czecho-Slovak Commissions relative to the plebiscite in Tesehen. contained 
in the three joint notes (see Appendix A).^ 


4. Mr. Polk explained that Colonel HaskeU, Inter-Allied High Com- 
. . missioner for Armenia, was leaving Paris th?it 

Georgia and Ai:erbaijan Jat prior to his departure he thought it would be 

for him to give the Council a brief summarw of the 

conditions in Armenia. 


Colonel Haskell informed the Council that the three republics of 
Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan were at daggers drawn with each other on 
almost all points. Georgia and Azerbaijan had perhaps some slight degree 
of good feeling towards each other, evidenced by a loose defensive alliance 
concluded between them as a protection against a possible advance south- 
ward of General Denikin’s army. Armenia had refused to join this alliance. 
Political and economic conditions in each of the three countries were in as bad 
a condition as could be imagined. He wished to point out that these three 
countries had been arbitrarily carved out and delimited. The onlv railway 
system from the Black Sea through to Persia traversed all three of these 
republics and either one of them had it in its power, under present conditions 
to paralyze traffic. Aside from the animosity existing between these states 
further material difficulties resulted firom their arbitrary delimitation: for 
instance, all the railway repair shops were in Georgia and all the fuel for the 
operation of the railway system came from Baku in Azerbaijan. Further- 
more, between these three republics there were various contested districts, and 
neutral zones which had been marked out by the British which it had not 
been possible to change because they gave rise to such burning questions 
that no change could be adopted until all three republics were consolidated 
under one administration. He had been entrusted by the Supreme Council 
with representing it in Aimenia,^ but he could not efficiently carry out the 
necessary w'ork as long as Georgia and Azerbaijan remained without his 
jurisdiction. Moreover, owing to the fact that these two latter republics did 
remain without his jurisdiction, an anomalous situation was presented. 
Thousands of inhabitants of Azerbaijan were receiving relief in Baku and 
other localities, and the same was true of many Georgians at Tifiis and other 
points; though those destitute people were entirely dependent on the relief 
they received, the Relief Administration had no control whatever over the 


.who, in good faith, can be considered as havii^ tangible ties with the country, will be 
allowed to participate in the plebiscite. The Commission has received plenary powers from 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers to apply this decision.’ (iii) A note to the 
Supreme Council, dated November n, 1919, proposing a draft letter from M. Dutasta to 
the President of the existing Interallied Control Commission at Tesehen concerning the 
communication of its archives and information to the Plebiscite Coattnission. ‘As to the 


powers of the Control Commission, they will cease when the Plebiscite Commission, 
assembled at Tesehen, will ofScially inform it, at the same time as the Conference, that it 
begins its operations.’ 

♦ See Vol. I, No. 3, minute 3. 
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local administration. If all these republics were put under one administra- 
tion the neutral zones referred to could be eliminated, and a definite frontier 
temporarily fixed. Such a solution would preclude the existence of a situation 
such as now existed, where a large number of Armenians found themselves 
within the political limits of Georgia. The Georgians would not feed them 
because they were of Armenian nationality, and on the other hand, the 
Armenians refused to give them any assistance inasmuch as they were living 
within the territorial limits of Georgia. There were no foodstuffs available 
an\*where, and all three of the republics were virtually living on the salvage 
of the Russian collapse. Economic life was at a standstill- Practically nothing 
could be imported inasmuch as the money of all three of the republics had 
no purchasing value. The Caucasian rouble, which should be worth 51 cents 
was now only worth about i cent, and it had actually been found impractic- 
able to issue paper money in smaller denominations than 10 roubles because 
the value of the paper was greater than the money. Foreign merchandise 
shipped on the railroad through to Persia was liable to be requisitioned by 
any one of the three Republics, as their need for everything was so great. 
The most essential need, perhaps, was to control the system of through 
railway transportation. In Armenia alone some 800,000 destitute were being 
relieved and about 15,000,000 francs per month was being spent on this 
relief work. Armenians in foreign countries did indeed attempt to send some 
relief to their starving countrymen. Although those supplies got through the 
port of Batum and its surrounding territory, where the British had an 
efficient administration, they were held up at various points in the interior 
by the Georgian authorities, and the same situation applied to all railway 
traffic. 

Mr. Polk explained that the Council had sent Colonel Haskell as its 
representative for relief work in Armenia and Colonel Haskell felt that it was 
necessary for him to have the same functions in Georgia and Azerbaijan in 
order to efficiently accomplish his mission. That matter could be settled later 
when the experts had been heard. As Colonel Haskell was leaving Paris that 
night, he (Mr. Polk) had thought that it might be of interest to the Council 
to hear his views. 

M. Clemengeau thanked Colonel Haskell for his presentation of the 
question. 

(At this point Colonel Haskell left the room.) 


5. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation relative to 
British proposition re- ^^^isures to be taken to remedy the dearth of rolling stock 
garding measures to in Austria. (See Appendix B) .s) 

be taken to remedy the M. PiCHON suggested that the British note be referred to 
(kar^ of rolling stock the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Com- 
^ mission. 


5 Not printed. This note, dated November 13, 1919, stated: ‘Sir Francis Dent, President 
of the Commission of Experts for the Distribution of Rolling-Stock under Article 312 [3 1 8] of 
the Treaty of Peace with Austria, has drawn attention to the fact that the main cause of the 
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It was decided : 

to refer to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Comimssion 
the British note relative to measures to he taken to remedv the dearth 
of rolling stock in Austria. (See Appendix Bj.s 


Proposal of the Com- 
mittee on Organization 
of the Reparation Com- 
mission relative to the 
distribution of Upper 
Silesian coal. 


6. (The Council had before it a proposal from the Committee on Organiza- 
tion of the Reparation Commission relative to the distri- 
bution of Upper Silesian coal. (See Appendix Cj.) 
Major Aron read and commented upon this pronosal. 
General Le Rond suggested that paragraph 2 of the 
proposal of the Committee on Organization of the Repa- 
ration Commission relative to the distribution of Upper 
Silesian coal be modified so as to pro\dde that the 
requirements of Upper Silesia should first be satisfied. 

It was decided : 

to adopt the draft decision submitted by the Committee on Organiza- 
tion of the Reparation Commission relative to the distribution of Upper 
Silesian coal (see Appendix C), after modifying it so that the end of para- 
graph 2 should read as follows 

. • the tonnage which the Commission 


‘A — ^to Upper Silesia . 

to Austria . 
to Poland . 

B — ^to Germany 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


shall judge suitable to attribute 
to it- 

200.000 tons per month. 

250.000 tons per month, 
the surplus.’ 


Hotel de Crillon^ 

Paris, November 14, 1919- 

conditions which threaten the economic life of the Central European States is the want of 
movement of rolling-stock, which is in turn largely due to the hesitation shown by the 
various States to allow their wagons, including those claimed by them as booty, to pass out 
of the limits of their own territory. . . . The matter is very urgent as the economic condi- 
tions, and in particular the question of coal supply, arc critical. . . . The Governments of 
Italy, Austria, Hungary, Czecho-Slovakia, Poland, Roumania and Jugo-Slavia should he 
invited to send representatives to form a Committee at Vienna, which should hold its first 
meeting on December 4th. These representatives should have full powers to enter into 
arrangements for free wagon exchange without prejudice to the ownership of rolling-stock 
established or claimed, and based on the right of maintaining equally [? equality] of ws^on 
exchange subject to special arrangements agreed to by the Gk>vemment concerned, of 
which the Committee should be advised. The Committee would have the right to make 
representations to the Gk)vemments concerned. Sir George Clerk might be asked to arrange 
for the nomination of a representative for Hungary'. It would be desirable that the 
Ukrainian representative on the existing Committee at Vienna should become a member 
of the proposed new Gominittee. It is recommended that the Supreme Economic Council 
should suggest the desirability of appointing an independent Allied Chairman and designate 
for this post Sir Francis Dent, acting, when necessary, through a deputy. In the above 
proposals the American, French and Italian representatives on the Allied Railw'ay ^rlissions 
at Vienna agree.* 

^ This modification was embodied in the text of appendix C. 
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Appendix C to No. 22 

Draft Decision to be submitted to the Supreme Council 

L The Upper Silesia Commission is invited to come to an agreement with the 
Reparation Commission, and pending the constitution of the latter, with the 
Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission regarding everything 
which concerns the distribution of Upper Silesian coal. 

A Liaison Officer appointed by the Reparation Commission or by the Committee 
on Organization of the Reparation Commission will be placed at the disposal of 
the Upper Silesia Commission, both to accelerate the solution of this question and 
to study any other questions which may fall within the sphere of the Reparation 
Commission. 

For technical questions relating to coal the Upper Silesia Commission will 
take the opinion of the Coal Sub-Commission for Mahrisch Ostrau. 

II. Previous to a concerted decision, as said above, with regard to the distribu- 
tion of Upper Silesian coal, the Upper Silesian Commission will adopt pro- 
visionally the following distribution of the present output : 


(A) to Upper Silesia . 

. the tonnage which the Commission shall judge 

suitable to attribute to it; 

to Austria . 

. 200,000 tons per month; 

to Poland 

250,000 tons per month; 

(B) to Germany . 

. the surplus. 


No. 23 


H. D. 93.] J^otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room^ Quai d'Orsay^ Paris ^ on Saturday^ 
November 15, igig^ at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France : M. de Percin. Italy : M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following w^ere also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. ; Captain Matteson, U.S.N., Mr. A. W. DuUes, Mr. Buckler. 
British Empire: Mr. Forbes-Adam, Mr. A. Leeper. 

Italy: M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 
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Status of 
Eastern Galicia 


3. Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the drafting of the resolution of November 
nth concerning the status of Eastern Galicia^ did n:t seem to 
him to agree entirely tvith the decision which had been actually 
taken by the Council. He had understood that their decision 
was an absolutely final one and that the Polish Delegates would be heard, not 
by the Council, but by the Commission. 

M. Clemenceau did not agree with Sir Eyre Crowe ofx that point; :: his 
recollection was correct, the text of the resolution quite agreed vdth what 
they had decided. It was understood, however, that the hearing of the Polish 
Delegates would only be an act of courtesy on the part of the Courxil. Their 
declarations would have no influence on the Council’s decisions, and should 
not take more than one-half to three-quarters of an hour. 

M. DE Saint Quentin stated that in accordance with the resolution of 
November nth, the Secretaiy- General had informed the Polish Delegation 
that M. Patek would be heard by the Council as soon as he arrived in Paris, 
and had insisted on the extreme urgency presented by the question of Eastern 
Galicia. 


the Roumanian 
Government 


2. (The Council had before it the draft note to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment, inserted in the minutes of November 14th- 'see Appendix 
Draft Xoie to A) . 3 ) 

Berthelot read the draft note. 

•Mr. Polk asked whether it would not be advisable to refer, at 
the end of the third paragraph, to Sir George Clerk’s Mission at Bucharest. 

M. Berthelot said that, so as to take into account Mr. Polk’s remark, 
which appeared to him quite justified, one might insert at the end of the third 
paragraph the following phrase : ‘in order to show the importance which the 
Conference attached to obtaining the reply of Roumania, it had even en- 
trusted a special delegate. Sir George Clerk, to go to Bucharest.’ 

M. Clemenceau stated that in recognition of the goodwill shown by 
General Coanda and M. Antonescu in the interview^ he had with them two 


days pre\ious, he proposed to omit in paragraph seven the words: ‘the time 
w^hen Roumania still had under arms an army of over four hundred thousand 
men.’ He also suggested granting to Roumania a period of eight days to 
make its answer known, instead of six days which they had proposed to give 
them in their original draft. 

!Mr. Polk suggested adding in Section 3 (on top of page 4)^ the following 
words : ‘under the conditions shown by the note from the Supreme Council, 
dated October i2th.’5 


^ See No. 19, minute 7. 

2 In error for November 13- 

3 Not printed. The draft in this appendix, dated November 15, 1919, was the same as 
that in No. 21, appendix F, subject to drafting variation and the incorporation of 
amendments proposed by Mr. Polk, M. Clemenceau, and Sir E. Crowe in the ensuing 
discussion. ^Cf. the resolution recorded in No. minu te 4-) 

♦ The third of the numbered resolutions with which Roumania was invited to comply. 

s See Vol. I, No. 72, appendix B. 
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that the Roumanian Government should not take advantage of their silence 
to present the facts to Roumanian public opinion in a false light, 

M , DE Martino remarked that the telegram to which he had referred 
previously and which directed the Italian Minister at Bucharest to join in the 
step taken by his colleagues was dated November loth, 12:47 a.m. 

]M. Berthelot said that as the note of the Allies was dated November 7th3 
the slight misunderstanding which had taken place was easily explained by 
the interval of three days which occurred between the note and the telegram. 

It ivas decided: 

to adopt the draft note to the Roumanian Government (see Appendix 

Ay 

M. de Martino made the reservation that his final approval of the note 
wotild he made known in the course of the afternoon. If the instructions 
received by the Italian representative should not allow him to adopt the 
note, the Italian Minister at Bucharest would receive telegraphic instruc- 
tions to abstain from associating himself with the step taken by his 
colleagues. 

It was further decided : 

not to publish, for the present, the note addressed to the Roumanian 
Government. 

3. Mr. Polk read the resolution adopted by the Supreme Council on 
July 5th on the subject of Colonel HaskelFs mission (see 
Extension to Georgia j.c, 20 Ia).7 He proposed to add after the word 'Armenia’ 
and Azerbaijan of words 'Georgia and Azerbaijan’. The Council had 

Inirusudto Colond at the preceding meeting Colonel Haskell’s declara- 

Haskell for Armenia tions. He simply wished to Submit this proposal to the 
Council without insisting that it should be accepted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he had submitted this question to his Government. 
He thought he could already say that they would not object to the extension 
of Colonel Haskell’s mission for the organization of relief in Georgia and 
Azerbaijan. He would, however, call to the attention of the Council the fact 
that in the resolution which had just been read Colonel Haskell was entitled 
High Commissioner. He wished to make his reservations on that title, all the 
more so as he did not think that it corresponded with the functions with which 
Colonel Haskell had been entrusted. 

Mr. Polk said as the British were already represented in those regions, 
he proposed that Sir Eyre Crowe be good enough to submit a draft resolution 
at a later meeting. 

M- de Martino said that the Italians also had oflBcers in the Caucasus. 
He would therefore consult his military experts, but he could already say that 
he was in favour of the American proposition. 

It was decided ; 

that Sir Eyre Crowe, after consultation with the competent experts, 
would put before the Coimcil a draft resolution extending the powers 
^ Vol. I, No. 3, minute 3- 
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already conferred upon Colonel Haskell for Armenia (see I.C, 201-a of 
July 5tli, 1919)^ to include Georgia and Azerbaijan in matters concerning 
relief work. 


4 . M. Clemenceau said that it was ad\*isable to take up as soon as possible 


Agenda of 
the Conference 


the important questions which still remained to be decided bv 
the Council. He wished 10 ask w’hether they should not examine 
the list of questions on the agenda of the Council which had been 


drawn up by M. Berthelot. 


5. Sir Eyre Crowe wished to call attention to the urgency of taking 


The question of 
provisioning Vienna 


a decision concerning the pro\isioning of Vienna. Their 
information depicted the situation of the Austrian capital 
in a terrible light. To enable the Austrians to buy food, it 


seemed necessary^ to grant them a loan. But he thought the guarantee for this 


loan should be a charge upon the Reparations Fund. That was an important 


question which the Reparation Commission ought to deal %\ith immediately. 
M. Clemenceau asked whether it did not rather concern a financial com- 


mission. 

Mr. Polk said the Reparation Commission was already acquainted with 
the question. Mr. Rathbone® had cabled AVashington to explain the situation 
and to ask how far the American Government would consent to be com- 
mitted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if immediate measures were not taken, it was 
to be feared that there would be from 300,000 to 400,000 dead that winter in 
the streets of Vienna. The Austrians realized the situation and w’ere resorting 
to every possible means to get money. They w^ere at the moment engaged 
in selling their art collections, pictures, jewels, etc., a procedure which w^as, 
as a matter of fact, contrary to the provisions of the Treaty. 

M. Berthelot said it was correct that the Austrians had tried to sell their 
‘objets d’art’, but in fact they had not managed to sell anything with the 
exception perhaps of a few isolated objects. He had, moreover, seen M. Benes, 
who had also depicted the situation at Vienna as tragic. He had stated that 
if the Powers were willing to help him, he would be in a position to send coal 
and food to Vienna. 

M. Clemenceau said that M. Benes might be asked to discuss the question 
in agreement with the Reparation Commission. 


It was decided: 

(1) to refer to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Com- 

mission for examination and report the problem of means to be 
adopted to ensure the provisioning of Vienna ; 

(2) that M. Benes he asked to make known to the Committee his views on 

the subject- 

8 Financial adviser to the American Commission to Negotiate Peace and representative 
of the United States on the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission. 
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6. M. Berthelot summarized Sir George Clerk’s telegram, dated Novem- 
ber 13th (see Appendix B). He said that the information 
TeUgram from Sir conveyed in this telegram was not very reassuring, and it 
H^garian siMim s®emed that the formation of a coalition cabinet was more 
uncertain than ever. 

M. Glemenceau wished, in that connection, to say a few words concerning 
the attitude of Admiral Troubridge. No one contested the fact that the 
Admiral was a distinguished and capable man, but he was a partisan of 
Archduke Joseph. He had a right to be, but he wondered whether the 
Admiral was not going a little far in following his preferences, which appar- 
ently were not those of his Government. The information he was giving on 
Admiral Troubridge’s attitude came from an excellent source and he won- 
dered if it were not advisable for the British Government to take this situation 
into account, all the more so because the Admiral’s influence throughout 
Hungary was considerable. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said the Admiral had received instructions to comply 
with the policy of Sir George Clerk. He would not fail, however, to take up 
the question raised by M. Clemenceau. 


7. Mr. Polk said he would have an important statement to add to the 
German O'l made at the preceding meeting on the oil tank 

Tank Ships ^ French and British experts were not present, he 

proposed to adjourn this question to the next meeting. 


8. M. Berthelot said that in the question of distribution of enemy ships, 
D' tr'b t' f ’^^.val experts had not yet succeeded in arriving at a com- 
Tnei^^ps plct® ^igreement. He thought that an understanding would be 
made easier if the Coimcil heard the question, inasmuch as the 
differences of views which existed seemed to him of slight importance. 

M. Clemenceau said that they could put the question on Monday’s® 
agenda. 


9. M. Berthelot said that they had informed the Serbs that they would 
not be authorized to sign the Bulgarian Treaty until they had 
Austrian Treaty. The Serbs had answered they 
Tormage * could not sign the Austrian Treaty before the question of the 
distribution of Austro-Hungarian tormage had been solved. 
That question could be discussed on Tuesday, for the British expert would 
then have received his instructions. 

hi. Clemenceau thought that if that question was settled on Tuesday, the 
signature of the Bulgarian Treaty could be set for Wednesday or Thursday. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

H6tel de Crillon, 

Paris, J^ovember 15, igig. 


• November 17, 1919. 
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Appendix B to Xo. 23 

Telegram from Sir G. Clerk to the Supreme Council 

D. November 13 th, 1919. 
No. 7. R. 10.00 November r4th3 1919. 

My telegram No. 6.^° On my arrival here I at once realised two things. One, 
that Hungarians would do nothing until Roumanians left, and the other, that 
since Archduke’s resignation Friedrich has acquired for various reasons into which 
I need not enter at present, a following in country so large and so excited against 
Communists and Jew^s, that it would be fatal to seem to override or fail to take into 
account opinions and feelings of those who are at present his followers. I have 
explained position of Allies to Hungarians of all parties and opinion is generally 
ripe for formation of coalition government. But personal position of Friedrich is 
main difHculty. Since [rir] method of telling him to resign premiership and to let 
someone else take it and form a government will not wDrk because it would simply 
mean that Friedrich and great bulk of his followers, that is, by far the majority' in 
country, would if he went at aU go into opposition, and nobody could be found tc 
make a Government in which the Christian National Party did not participate. 
It has therefore been necessary to proceed by w'^ay of telling Friedrich that he must 
first show what he can do towards satisfying Allies. His attempts have not yet 
succeeded and I informed him on the morning of November 12th that unless he 
W’as prepared to summon a general conference by today, November 13th, I should 
ask all political leaders, including himself and his Ministers, to meet me informally 
in order that I might explain the situation to them. As a result he has just informed 
me that he will at once issue invitations for a general political Conference. 

Meanwhile I have seen the parties of the Left, viz., Social Democrats, Liberal 
Democrats, National Land Party also small Proprietors and Christian Social 
Democrat Party. These five Parties have united themselves into a block and they 
will meet Friedrich the Christian National in Conference. They will probably 
there declare that they will not accept Friedrich as Minister President, though they 
are ready to w’ork loyally with Christian National block apart from Friedrich and 
that they wiU only enter a Government in which all of their five parties are repre- 
sented. Government Parties will probably say they cannot give up Friedrich and 
there may be a deadlock unless Christian National Parties have sense enough to 
see Friedrich must go. 

I have a meeting with the Christian National leaders to-night and may get them 
to see what is at stake for Hungary. If nevertheless there is this deadlock it is 
possible that some influential person outside party politics such as the Cardinal 
Primate will try to effect a solution, but if such efforts fail I shall have to explain 
the position in the Press and say that as Hungarians cannot in this crisis agree upon 
a temporary Coalition Government where all Parties are fairly represented and 
insist on maintaining the rule of a single party I can do no more and intend leaving 
Budapest forthwith- Consequences will of course be that Hungary will have 
neither peace nor help from the Allies but will be left severely to her own devices. 
It is for Hungarians to decide if this is what suits them. I shall also dispel various 
delusions which Friedrich has endeavoured to create in the public mind, such as 
that I really represent only the Paris policy w^hich is the French policy and that 

See No. 20, appendix E. 
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when I have gone and the French policy is shown to be a failure, then the English 
policy which is really favourable to Friedrich will have its day. 

I still hope that the end may be satisfactory, but I send this telegram in order 
that the Supreme Council may know \v"hat I am doing and may realize that in the 
present state of feeling in the country, violently anti-semitic and anti-socialist, 
Friedrich must be gradually pushed from office and cannot simply be turned out. 
Process is long and extremely tiydng but it is the only one which will not leave 
Hungary worse off than she is at present. 


No. 24 


H. D. 94.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichorCs Room^ Quai d'Orsay^ Paris ^ on Monday, 
November ly, igiQ^ at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.1 Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, 
M. Arnavon. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


The following w’'ere also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A.: Mr. EUis L. Dresel, Admiral McCully, U.S.N., Captain 
Madison, U.S.N. 

British Empire: Captain Fuller, R.N., Commander Macnamara, R.N., 
Commander Dunne, R.N., Mr. A. Deeper, General Groves. 

France: M. Henry Berenger, M. Laroche, Ct. du Chayler, Gt. Le 
Vavasseur. 

Italy: Amiral Cagni, General Cavallero, M. D’Amelio, M. Vannutelli- 
Rey, Capt. de corvette Ruspoli, Gomt. Ingianni, Comt. Rugin. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


I. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation (see 
. . Appendix A), a historical resume of the question by Captain 

ships Appendix B) and a new British proposal dated 

November 14th, 1919 (see Appendix C).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he had asked the British naval representative to 
summarize the proposals made by the British Admiralty, which he hoped 
would be approved by the Council. 

Captain Fuller read and commented upon the Historical Summary (see 
Appendix B) on the distribution of enemy warships, and upon the new 
British Proposal (see Appendix C). 

M. Clemenceau wished to ask whether this proposition which had just 
been read was an entirely new one. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that it was. The American and French Dele- 
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gations had discussed this proposition but had not read the new text. The 
Italian naval expert had read the proposition and agreed with it. 

M. Glemengeau said it was impossible for him to make up his mind on a 
proposition which was quite new to him. He should first have to discuss the 
proposition with his naval experts. 

]Mr. Polk asked Captain Fuller with reference to paragraph 3 what could 
prevent any country breaking up ships allotted. 

Captain Fuller explained it was a question of labour and of shipyard 
facilities. 

Mr. Polk also asked why battleships, etc., should be loaned for one year. 

Captain Fuller replied this was for experimental and propaganda pur- 
poses. The percentages laid out in the proposition were based only on infor- 
mation in their hands ; other countries could furnish their own figures and it 
would be possible to come to an agreement. 

M. Glemengeau asked that the further examination of this question be 
postponed until the next day as he wished to examine the question closely 
with his naval experts. 

(The question was adjourned until the next day.) 

2. jMr. Polk stated that in the discussion which had taken place at the 
meeting of November 14th (see h.d. 92)^ he had omitted to bring 
out an important point and wished to make the record complete. 
He had onutted in his discussion to go into the history" or the 
question. Originally it had been agreed that all the German ships should be 
turned over to the Allies, who were to use them to furnish to Germany food 
which she needed, the charges to be attributed to the Reparation fund. At 
a meeting which had taken place at Brussels it had been voted that the 
14 German oil tank ships should not be delivered. The Germans had asked 
to use these. At that time Messrs. Hoover and Davis had talked with their 
colleagues about the question of letting the Germans get oil; no record was 
made of these conversations, but the resolution read that temporarily the 
ships should be exempted firom allocation. Since that time the American 
contention was that the Germans could operate the vessels under the Inter- 
Allied Flag and with an Inter-Allied representative on board, but it had been 
said that this could not be done. According to his information their records 
showed that exceptions had been made and that the Germans had operated 
certain ships with German crews on board, for instance: the Fritz ^on Straus 
from Hamburg to Hull, the Kehrwieder and the Paul from Hamburg to 
New York, to obtain oil, also a number of other ships in the Baltic Sea, also 
certain ships used in the Mediterranean to repatriate German prisoners. In 
the discussion which followed the Scapa Flow sinking the question again 
came up; they maintained that it wus not contrary" to the Alhes’ \iew"s to let 
the Germans operate these ships to bring oil to Germany. On July" 13th the 
question was again discussed in the Reparation Commission ; but on August 
15th the President of the A.N.A.G. had cancelled the exemption without 

I No. 22, minute 2. 
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giving notice to the United States’ representative until the following day 
Tlie United States had always questioned that decision. The difficulty arose 
in this way: their understanding was, first, that the ships should be exempted 
to get oil and secondly that the ships could be operated by German crews under 
the Inter-Allied flag and with an Inter-AlHed Representative on board. 
They held funher that other German ships had been given a firee sailing ^ 
Constantinople and other ports. They had taken this to constitute a precedent. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it seemed to be a question of whether or not 
German crews should be used on these steamers. He confessed it puzzled 
him very much why the American Government insisted upon the use of 
German crews. He asked what inspired that policy. 

!Mr. Polk said that was the original American view and that contracts 
for transporting oil to Germany should be carried out. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that oil could reach Germany without using 
German crews; there must be another reason. 

Mr. Polk said there was no mystery about this. It was simply the question 
of the disposal of the ships : they wanted to let the Germans have a temporary 
use of the ships until the permanent title was decided upon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that the United States’ position amounted 
to ignoring the unanimous decision of the Supreme Council which had 
attributed the temporary management to the AUies. 

Mr. Polk repeated the view of his Government that the question had been 
discussed and agreed upon at Brussels. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that he must insist that at the time of the decision 
the Germans had made no demand for oil. The Allies did not take these 
ships simply because they had no need of them. 

Mr. Polk regretted the unfortunate situation created by the lack of 
minutes; there were the recollections of Mr. Hoover on the one haurl and 
those of his colleagues on the other. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that with regard to the precedents which Mr. Polk 
had cited, he wished to make the following remarks. First, in the Baltic, the 
Germans had long been allowed to navigate. As for the particular case of 
the Fritz von Straus, this was a ship of only 800 tons : there was very little 
interest to the Reparation Commission in this boat on account of its small 
tonnage. As to the other ships mentioned, it would be easy to ascertain the 
reason for their operation, and probably their small tonnage was again the 
reason. As for the German ships in the Mediterranean, that was a different 
question; the crews were Turkish and not German. The Supreme Council, 
as a matter of fact, had decided that the Allied Naval Armistice Commission 
was wrong and insisted on taking those crews off and putting on the Inter- 
Alhed flag in place of the German. Under these conditions it appeared that 
the precedents cited by Mr. Polk did not carry much weight. He emphasized 
the fact that he had received formal instructions fi'om his Government that 
these ships should not sail with a German crew. No other position could be 
taken by the British Government. 

M. DE Martino stated that he had no objection to the first trip being 
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taken, even with German crews on board, provided that the final distribution 
of these ships should not be prejudiced by this trip, and as a matter of fact, 
the final distribution belonged to the Reparation Commission. 

M. Clemenceau then read a telegram from Admiral Goette to A.X.A.G., 
dated November 15th (see Appendix D), from which it appeared that the 
Germans had informed the Allies that steps were being taken for the delivery 
of these steamers. That appeared to him to be a decisive fact which did not 
leave them any choice. What impression would the Council give to the 
whole world if it were to let the Germans keep these ships at that time? 
There seemed to him to be two questions. First, there was the question of 
final ownership which the Council had agreed should be settled by the 
Reparation Commission. There remained the question of operating the 
ships. He did not quite understand the position of the United States, Wliat 
oljection did the Americans have to an Allied rather than a German crew? 
He personally saw a very grave political and moral objection to German crews 
being used which he thought was even more important than the economic 
objection. There had just occurred at Berlin demonstrations in favour of 
Hindenburg which were of a disquieting nature and had given a great deal 
of trouble to the German Government. These seemed to bear the marks of 
a Nationalist uprising. Therefore would it be opportune to let those ships 
sail with German crews and under the German flag? For himself, he had the 
greatest objections. There was no doubt whatsoever that the Principal 
Powers had pledged themselves to stand by the decisions of the Reparation 
Commission; that was full security for America. He therefore earnestly 
requested Mr. Polk to accept Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal so as to not make the 
situation more diffictdt. It seemed to him all the more important to come to 
an agreement on this question as there were a number of tital matters to be 
settled with the Germains, such as the delivery of guilty individuals. Should 
the Germans be allowed to operate these ships there would be general smpe- 
faction in Framce. He had often shown readiness to make concessions, but 
always on one condition that public opinion should understamd them. This 
would not be the case in the present instance. He understood there might be 
some American emotion on the subject, but he felt siure that America would 
understand France’s position in the matter and he hoped that secondary 
considerations which moved American opinions would give way to the 
stronger, and, to his mind, more justified feeling of public opinion in France. 

M. DE M^tino stated that in view of the strong case presented by 
M. Clemenceau he was ready to agree with his views. 

Mr. Polk remarked that M. Clemenceau’s declarations carried much 
weight and he also saw that the use of the German flag at this time might be 
misconstrued in France. They maintained however, that an arrangement 
had been made which had not been carried out. He also wished to point out 
that his position with his Government made it difiicult for him to give his 
entire approval to the Chairman’s views. As he understood the proposal 
which Sir Eyre Crowe had made at a preceding meeting, the 14 oil tank ships 
were to go to the Firth of Forth; 5 were to be operated, and 9 w'ere to remain 
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there until a compromise had been reached. He would recommend that 
proposal to his Government. He wished, however, to have the Council take 
note of the feeling in the United States on the question of the allocation of 
these vessels. He had not put up an imaginary case; they did not agree and 
had not accepted the present system of distribution. He referred to the last 
sentence of the telegram from the British Ministry of Shipping to the British 
Delegation- and he wished to ask Sir Eyre Crowe whether this phrase did not 
sound like a threat. 

Sir Eyre Grow^ explained that the phrase occurred in an inter-depart- 
mental telegram and represented simply the attitude of the Shipping Con- 
troller which w^as uncompromising. 

Mr. Polk asked whether it was not advisable to instruct the Naval 
Armistice Commission that no disposition of these 9 oil tank ships be made 
at this time. 

M. DE Martino wished to ask what was to be done with the other five. 

M. Berenger replied that according to his information only 1 1 ships re- 
mained which therefore would leave only two for the Allies, 

M. BE Martino added that should this information be correct it would be 
very serious for Italy, as she had counted absolutely on sharing the five ships 
with France and Belgium to remedy the scarcity of oil fuel. 

M. Berenger wished to point out how important it was to prevent a 
further w’aste of these tank ships considering the shortage of oil fuel in 
Europe. Mr. Dulles, an American representative on the Committee of 
Organization of the Reparation Commission, had written to M. Loucheur 
on August 28th protesting that such a waste of fuel oil should not be per- 
mitted. Since that time these ships which could carry 60,000 tons could have 
made two trips and thus been able to bring 120,000 tons of fuel oil which had 
been lost to the Allies and Germany as well. If Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal 
were to be sustained by the Council, that would mean a continuation of this 
waste for three months or more as the Reparation Commission would not be 
taking a decision in the matter until then. The explanation of the Brussels 
meeting given by Mr. Polk could not be accepted. If Mr. Hoover had 
promised the Germans to give them exemption in favour of certain ships in 
order to get them oil, this was something that the Allies had never heard of 
and it did not figure in a single Allied record. On March 29th M. Clementel 
had written, as President of the Supreme Economic Council, a letter which 
clearly showed that the Germans at that time were not in need of fuel oil, 
and he was not aware that an agreement had been reached between Mr. 
Hoover and the Germans. The Germans had emphasized on July 30th for 
the first time their need for fuel oil, and the real reason for exempting those 
tank ships had been that at that time there was sufficient tonnage in the way 
of tank ships. He could not tell whether the rumour were true that there had 
been an agreement between Messrs. Hoover and Davis and the Germans, 
and that a part of the payment had been made by the latter without any 
knowiedge of the Reparation Commission. 

* See appendix D below. 
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]Mr. Polk stated that there had been no secret ascreement bet^veea 
Mr. Hoover and the Germans. He could assure the Council of that. 

M- Clemexceau asked how it came that there should be at this time such 
a need for oil tonnage when a few months previous that tonnage had been 
sufficient. 

M. Berexger explained that tlie use of fuel oil had been authorized 
recently by a law which had been passed by the French Parliament. This 
law had resulted in a great demand for fuel oil all the more as there v.'as a 
great shortage of coal^ and oil was needed for lightings heating and trans- 
portation. He had asked the Standard Oil Company for tank ships and had 
been told that not a single one could be spared. 

M. Glemexgeau asked M. Berenger to let him have the exact figure of the 
needs of France and Italy in fuel oil. 

M. Berenger said he would. 

M. Glemenceau hoped that in the cable which Mr. Polk would send his 
Government submitting Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal, he would also point out 
the needs of France and Italy, and ask it to take into consideration this aspect 
of the question. 

Mr. Polk said he hoped they could reach a compromise on the distribution 
of those ships. 

!M. Berenger said that they had considered the question of using a part 
of these German oil tank ships after a first trip by the Standard Oil Company. 

^I. Glemenceau said he trusted Mr. Polk would explain the whole question 
to his Government with his customary liberality. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked he had based his proposal on Mr. Polk’s hope 
of arri\ing at an arrangement. 

Mr, Polk agreed. 

M. DE Martino said he had just been informed that there actually w’ere 
fourteen tank ships in German ports which would therefore leave five ships 
instead of the two which M, Berenger had pre\iously spoken of. 

M. Berenger said there were nine oil ships claimed by an American 
corporation. There were two boats according to his information at the 
disposition of the Allies. 

M. Glemenceau said they would await the result of Mr. Polk’s cable for 
instructions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe summed up that meanwhile they would instruct the 
Allied Naval Armistice Commission in the sense of his proposal. 

It was decided: 

(1) to instruct the Allied Naval Armistice Commission to take delivery of 

the German oil tank steamers for the Firth of Forth; 

(2) to retain the nine oil tank steamers claimed by American interests 

without using them pending a further decision by the Council ; 

(3) that the remaining ships be delivered for temporary management to 

the Allied and Associated Governments according to the decision 
taken by the Allied Maritime Transport Executive, September 7th, 
1919; 
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( 4 ) that Mr. Polk, while agreeing to the three above points, reserves to 

himself the right of again raising the question in the event of not 
obtaining his Government’s approval ; 

(5) that Mr. Polk should call his Government’s attention to the very- 

urgent needs of od by France and Italy, which make necessary an 
immediate decision on the temporary allotment of the German oil 
tank ships. 

3. (The Council had before it a telegram from Sir George Clerk dated 
November 13th (see Appendix E ). 3 

^Hmar' Eyre Crowe read and commented upon Sir George Clerk’s 

ungary telegram. This telegram showed that Friedrich was very obstinate 
and that the formation of a coalition cabinet met with great difficulties. 
Sir George Clerk had felt it necessary to inform Friedrich that his mission 
would come to an end if the present situation continued. He, Sir Eyre Crowe, 
had also read a telegram in the Morning Post that a coalition government 
had been formed at Budapest and would assume office. However, he had 
only seen this in the newspaper; and it seemed that Mr. Polk had received a 
telegram from General Bandholtz stating that the situation was 'still very acute 
at Budapest, and that Sir George Clerk had declared he would have to leave. 

M. Berthelot alluded to declarations which the Hungarian War Minister 
had made on the entry of the National Hungarian Army in Budapest. These 
declarations were of a purely monarchist tendency and were clearly in favour 
of the return of Archduke Joseph. 

^Ir. Polk said that from a telegram he had just received from General 
Bandholtz, Admiral Horthy was making a number of arrests and that Sir 
George Clerk and his Inter-Allied Military Mission had threatened to with- 
draw if these arrests were continued. 

M. Clemenceau thought it advisable to await further information before 
doing anything. 

(The question was then adjourned.) 


4. M. Cleivienceau stated that M. Venizelos had made a protest against 
the declaration in the letter which the Supreme Council 
recently sent to him to the effect that the occupation 
of Smyrna by the Greeks should have a temporary 
character.^ He would Like this question brought up at the next meeting as 
he did not wish such a statement to go unchallenged. 


5. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 
November 14, 1919 on the subject. (See Appendix F).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he felt all the more embarrassed 
at raising a subject which he knew was likewise embar- 
rassing to his American colleague especially after the 
conciliatory spirit just shown by Mr. Polk; he was 
obliged, however, to bring it up according to the instruc- 


Detention in the United 
States of ex-German 
passenger vessels allo- 
cated to Great Britain 
for Management 


3 Not printed. This appendix was identical with No. 23, appendix B, q.v. 
^ See No. 20, appendix A 
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tions he had received. He believed it ivas not claimed by ariybcdy tha: the 
Shipping Board had any right to retain the ships in question, but unfortu- 
nately, perhaps on account of the President’s illness, tvhich gave opportunities 
of administrative independence, nobody seemed to be in a pcsiticn tO' gi'.'c 
the Shipping Board the necessary instrucnons. Possibly also the Beard Vvas 
confusing this question trith that of the oil tank ships and ’.vas adopting an 


attitude which seemed to him one of mere retaliation. The need for these 
ships was very acute. A very large number of passengers were av.aidng 
transportation. Civilians, including business men, could not go to the East 
this year owing to the lack of passenger vessels. The vessels in question had 
enormous tonnage and included the Imperator a ship of over 50,000 tons. 
These vessels had been temporarily allocated to the United States for the 
repatriation of its army. As it had been unanimously decided at a meeting 
of the Allied Maritime Transport Executive in July 19:9 that all the steamers 
under discussion should be allocated to Great Britain for management, 
British crews had been sent to New York to bring them back but the Shipping 
Board had refused to give them up. The State Department agreed with the 
British Government but said it had no authorit>- over the Shipping Board. 
The British Government had instructed him to present this memorandum to 
the Supreme Council believing that a resolution of the Council would oblige 
the Shipping Board to deliver the vessels and that it might help the American 
Government to get over the difficulty. 

Mr. Polk said that he could not quite agree with all Sir E\Te Crowe had 
said on the subject. It seemed impossible for the Council to arrive at a 
resolution, w'hich required a unanimous vote, as he could hardly be expected 
to join in a formal request to his own government. He would, however, cable 
to IVeishingtoii Sir E\Te Crowe’s proposal and state that such a resolution 
was before the Council. 


It was decided: 

that the American Delegation would cable to Washington the resolution 
proposed bv the British Delegation to the effect that the Supreme Council 
address a formal request to Sie United States Government to hand over 
without delay, to properly appointed agents of the British Government, 
the passenger vessels illegally detained in United States ports. 

6. (The Coimcil had before it the report of the Special Committee (see 
Appendix G) .*) 

Report of the Special Laroche read and commented upon the report. 

ComndtUe m^ Re- added that the paragraph on page 5 of the report 

RSZst^G^^ relating to the credentials of the Ambassador should be 
modified in accordance with the present attitude of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers toward Germany. 

5 Not printed. This undated report was presented in accordance with the resolution 
of the Supreme Council recorded in No. 6, minute 5. The commission recommended that 
the names of the Charge d’Afiaires nominated to represent each one of the Allied and 
Associated Powers in Berlin should be notified to the Gein^ Goveminent through the 
intermediary of the neutral Power which had during the First World War protected the 
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Mr. Polk stated that the United States was not then in a position to send 
representatives, but he would make no objection to the report. 

It was decided: 

to accept the report as presented hy the Special Committee, it being 

understood that the credentials of the Ambassador should be modified to 

interests in Germany of the Allied Power in question. ‘But it would only be a mere notifica- 
tion, not a request for acceptance. In fact, the Commission unanimously considered that 
it was not necessary to ask for the acceptance of the nomination of the Charge d’Affaires, 
on account of the present conditions of our relations with Germany, and of the long inter- 
ruption of diplomatic relations caused by the war.’ The report included a draft letter from 
an Allied Power to the neutral protecting power and draft credentials for Allied Charge 
d’Affaires and, when subsequently nominated. Ambassadors. These drafts, and more 
particularly the latter, were subsequently modified by corrigenda circulated by the Joint 
Secretariat on November 24, 1919 in accordance with the resolution adopted by the Supreme 
Council. (Thus the second paragraph of the draft credentials for an Allied Ambassador at 
Berlin ran in the original version : ‘The qualities distinguishing M. . . . are for me a sure 
guarantee of the care he will exercise in fulfilling his high functions so as to conciliate your 
esteem and your confidence and thus obtain the approval of the Government (of the 
Republic). It is with this comdction that I beg you to receive him with favour and to have 
absolute faith and trust in all he w'^ill say.’ This was amended to read : ‘The distinguished 
qualities of M. . . . are a sure guarantee of the zeal with which he will acquit himself of 
his important duties. With this comiction I request that you wiU receive him, and will give 
full credit to ever>'thing he may say on my behalf.’) The report noted that ‘these proposed 
letters do not follow closely the formulas usually employed; the Commission is of opinion 
that the terms are sufficiently clothed with the courtesy in use in international relations, 
and that it would be out of place and inopportune to employ at the present time towards 
Germany formulas containing assurances of friendship and confidence which are usually 
employed in credentials’. 

The report further stated that ‘with a view to assiuing as soon as possible the resumption 
of diplomatic relations with the Governments of Bavaria and Saxony, the Commission 
suggests the following procedure: the Charges d’ Affaires sent to Berlin would be bearers 
of letters addressed by their respective IMinisters for Foreign Affairs to the h-Iinisters- 
Presidents of Saxony and Bavaria, who also direct Foreign Affairs. These letters w^ould be 
delivered by a special courier, who might be one of the secretaries belonging to the missions 
accredited to Berlin, these missions coming to an imderstanding among themselves as to 
the choice of this collective courier. 

‘On the other hand, as the interpretation of the new German Constitution, as regards 
relations of the Free States with foreign Governments, presents a certain uncertainty, it is 
proper that w’e should not expose ourselves to see Bavaria or Saxony refuse to receive 
diplomats accredited to them. The Commission is of the opinion that the Allied Govern- 
ments should limit themselves to informing the Ministers for Foreign Affairs for each State 
in question, that they “propose” to send a Representative to them. . . . 

‘The [Com] mission finally considered what would be the composition [? of] Missions 
accredited to Berlin under the transitory regime preceding the arrival of the Ambassadors. 

. . . There would be no objection to immediately sending to Berlin agents whose mission 
would be of an economic character, such as commercial attaches. But, on the contrary, it 
appeared to them that the presence of military and naval attaches was not desirable at the 
present time. The existence of numerous commissions of control is, in fact, of a nature to 
d iminis h the importance of the task of these offices, whose presence might, on the other hand, 
be inaccurately interpreted as to mean a tribute of confidence toward the German Military 
authorities. The Military and Naval attach^ should, therefore, be sent to Berlin only at 
the time when the Charge d’Affaires will be replaced by Ambassadors, in which personnel 
they will naturally find their place.’ 
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agree the attitude of the Principal Allied and Associate"] pt-j'^scr^ 
to^vard Germany. 


7. The Council 

Ir::frz,c*icTzs to 
Jil^zsit^Liar. T£g2^dir.g 
the diopczal 5; 6t^- 
maKy of A£7Zr-,2ZLtiC2l 
Aiaterial 


i'.ad befcre it a note of the Drafting C^ctroittee :n the 
que-tior. see Appendh-t H . 

2\x. EnRTHLLOT read and icmntcnted npon the priptsed 


(After a short discussion 
It was decided: 


to accept the report of the Drafting Committee reiatit’^ to instraetion- 
to be sent to General Mastennan on the disposal hy Germany of Aero- 
nautical materiaL) 


Quesdcn of SigrMiure by pnn^e^^-' 

Serb ~Crcai‘Slo : er^ 

State and Roumasrda of 
ike financial aTrange- 
:ntn:s :f St. Girndr, 


9. 


E£iiim of Austrian 
Prizonsrs from Serbia 


[Not printed] 


The Meeting then adjourned.} 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris^ Xorember ly. igig- 


Appendix A to Xo, 24 
Xote from the French Delegation 


PARIS. Xczer:ber 16. igzg. 
Distribution of Enerry Bctdeships [Jrarships} 


The question of the distribution of the enemy battleships was several times 
discussed by the Supreme Council, without a decision being made. It W’as also 
the object of various Notes from the British, French and Italian Deiegation[s]. At 
last, the Naval representatives met a short time ago, and in four meetings examined 
the possible solutions. 

It seems that differences w’hich occurred between the Admirals, as ^vell as the 
different points of \iew^ of the Allies, may now be conciliated by the Supreme 
Council, in order that, by mutual concessions, a definite solution of this contro- 
verted question may be reached. 

® After a short discussion the Supreme Council decided, at the proposal of the Drafting 
Committee 'appendix I in origjinai^, to invite Roumania and Yugoslavia to sign the two 
financial arrangements of St. Germain Treaty Series, 1919, Nos. 14 and 15, Cmd. 458 and 
459) ‘along with the Treaty with Austria and the Minorities Treaty*. 
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A. The first question to be settled is that of the disposition of the ships: if the 
ships were to be finally broken up, it would have been absolutely useless to discuss 
their distribution to such a great length. The British Government, in its Note of 
October,^ indicated that it deemed that the ships should be broken up, but left to 
France and Italy the right to dispose of them according to their wishes. The 
Japanese Government, on this point, as on the others, concurred in the British 
opinion. The Italian Government declared itself as willing to accept either of the 
solutions, but desires to be treated, in this matter, the same as on the others, like 
France- The American Government, although it maintained its point of view, 
according to which the ships ought to be sunk, gave to understand, in the course 
of a semi-official conversation by Mr. Polk, that the United States, although having 
decided to destroy all ships allotted to her, would not contest the right of France 
and Italy to dispose of them. 

B. The second question is that of the basis of distribution of enemy ships. The 
French Government is willing to accept the British scheme of distribution of the 
ships, according to the proportion of the losses suffered in surface ships by the Allied 
and Associated States, this distribution being based upon the attribution of a 
number of ships equal in each category to the number of lost ships. The French 
Navy asks that not only the quantity but the quality of the enemy ships delivered, 
be taken into consideration, and thinks that the British and American Govern- 
ments will not make any objections to replacing, in the French share, the ships in 
bad condition out of the salvaged scuttled ships at Scapa Flow, or of the German 
Fleet, by ships of a higher value, which might be comprised in their own share, 
since these ships are destined to be demolished. It seems that the British Govern- 
ment, allowing for mistakes, is willing to accept the French proposal combined 
with its owm. Japan and England (?). The American Admiral suggested that the 
financial effort of each country" be taken as a basis : this suggestion was the only one 
of its kind, because it appears inadmissible that the loss of ships be not taken into 
account; moreover, the number of millions spent does not represent the whole 
national effort of a coimtry. The basis suggested by the Italian Admiral seems 
complicated: the distribution would be made according to the age and number 
of lost ships, the age being calculated by taking into account the useful tonnage, the 
real tonnage, maximum duration and the real age of the ship ; as the method of 
calculation of these different values may vary according to the country, such a 
basis would run the risk of provoking endless discussion. 

It is for the Supreme Council to make a decision: it seems that the simpler the 
method of distribution will be, the more chances it will have of being practical. 
It is to be noted that the British, Japanese and French proposals, concerning the 
dreadnoughts, cruisers and destroyers, are almost identical. 

The British suggestion, according to which the method of distribution does not 
attribute any battleships to the smaller Allied Powers, to the New States and 
neutrals, was unanimously admitted, 

C. The third question is that raised by the request of France for a certain 
number of surplus ships, as a compensation for the abandonment of its naval 
construction, for the benefit of the armament not only of her troops but of those 
of her Allies. The suggestion was made to attribute to France, in addition, and for 
that reason, a certain number of the Allied cruisers demanded from Germany as 
penalty for the scuttling of the German fleet at Scapa Flow. 

The French request was not admitted, so far, by the British Admiralty, which 

7 See appendix B below. 
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deems that the compensatioHj which it recognizes as let^tlniate, is represented Itv 
the right of disposing of the ships, instead of sinking them. The Italian Admiraltn* 
admits the French request for compensation only if sine obtains an appreciably 
equal compensation, which is justified by the same reasons. The American 
Admiralty did not concur in the French request. 

So stands the question of the distribution of enemy battleships. The various 
delegations seem to have received from their Governments the necessary authcritr/ 
to adjust the matter. 


Appendix B to Xo. 24 

Enemy Surface Warships — Disposal and Distribution 

1 6 th Soi'emhr\ ^9^3- 

Historical Summary 

1. The question has not been separately considered by the Supreme Council 
since 25th April, when the Peace Treaty with Germany was under discussion. Xo 
agreement was reached, and it was decided to leave the question open and merely 
demand the surrender of certain ships from the Germans in the Treat}-. The 
Italian representative was not present at this meeting. 

2. On 25th [27th] June, the Admirals agreed on a draft for submission to the 
Supreme Council in which they stated their opinion that they could do nothingmore 
until answers to certain questions had been given by the Supreme Council. - . 

To these questions no answer has ever been received from the Supreme Councii. 

3. After the Scapa Flow sinkings, the matter was touched upon by the Coimcil 
of Four on 24th and 25th June, and it appears from the notes made by Sir Maurice 
Hankey, which however w-cre not stenographic, that Mr. Lloyd George and 
President Wilson implied that they agreed that France was entitied to special con- 
sideration on account of her inability to continue her building, due to the pre- 
occupation of her naval arsenals with the manufacture of munitions for the w-ar on 
land, and that Great Britain was v^dlling to include the ships sunk at Scapa in her 
share and waive her rights regarding the ships remaining at Scapa.’ 

4. Since this date there have been interchanges of letters etc, between some of 
the representatives of the Five Powers. 

5. With a view to endeavouring to obtain a settlement, the British representative 
submitted a memorandum to the Supreme Council on loth October. 

The French submitted an answering memorandum on 15th October. And the 
Italians did the same on 22nd October. 

Summarised the views expressed are: — 

Britain \\dshes all ships to be broken up, the proceeds to be divided in the scale 
of losses of warships. As a concession to the fact that France and Italy 
have been unable to build during the war, Britain is ready to agree that 
the share of these tM,^o powers may be embodied in their fleets. 

® The note here recapitulated the questions and opinions advanced in the document 
printed in VoL I, No. 21, appendix B, document i. 

’ Cf. VoL I, No. 23, minute 5. 
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Italy agrees with the British \'iew; but calculating by the military value of the 
ships lost she considers that the shares proposed should be counted on their 
militar>‘ value and not on numbers only as was proposed by the British. 

France demands : — 

1 . Free Disposal of all enemy craft by beneficiary Powers. 

2. Distribution to be effected on the principle of the assignment of an equal 

number of ships of the same category as those of the lost ships. 

3. Manner of distribution to take into account not only the quantit>% but 

the quality of the enemy ships surrendered. 

4. Assignment to France of an additional number of units, as compensation 

for having suspended naval construction for the purpose of equipping 
not only her own troops, but those of her Allies. 

6. The U.S.A. and Japan have not submitted any memoranda to the Supreme 
Council, but have handed an expression of their views to the Naval Advisers. 
These are: 

U,SA. First. All surrendered German and Austrian naval vessels to be sunk. 
Second. All surrendered German and Austrian naval vessels to be 
destroyed by breaking up. 

Third. If neither of these policies can be adopted, and distribution of 
the surrendered German and Austrian naval vessels becomes in- 
evitable, then the United States will demand its share, based on total 
National Effort in war against Central Powers. The disposition of any 
such share awarded to the United States to rest with the United 
States. 

Japan agrees with the British memorandum; but on condition that it should 
be accepted by all the other powers represented and with the reserv^a- 
tion that in the case of the principle of free disposal, as proposed by the 
French authorities, being accepted, it should likewise apply to Japan. 

7. Since the above memoranda have been submitted, the Naval Advisers have 
had frequent meetings to consider the matter, but have been unable to arrive at 
unanimity regarding the disposal of ships, principally by reason of the fact that 
the Supreme Council have not given their decision on the points raised by the 
Admirals’ Meeting of 25th [27th] June. The British have now drafted a further 
proposal which it is hoped may bring about an agreement between the extreme 
view’s w’hich have been expressed. This has not yet been considered by the Naval 
Ad\dsers. 


Appendix G to No. 24 

British Proposal regarding the Distribution of Enemy Surface Warships 

14th November^ igig. 

In accordance with the preamble to the naval, militaiy and air clauses of the 
Treaty of Peace wdth Germany, with the general spirit of that Treaty and of those 
concluded with the other enemy powers, all surface warships surrendered by 
enemy powers shall, with the exception of the few noted in paragraphs 5 and 6 
below, be broken up under the superintendence of an Inter-Allied Naval Com- 
mission. 
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2. The proceeds accruing from the breaking up of the 'varships shall he divided 
amongst the Allied and Associated Powers in accordance vdth the follnv.zT.z com- 
putation of losses of surface warships sustained hv these po’vers during the 'A'ar: 


Great Britain . 


• 7 ^'To'j Percentage to be amended to include 

France . 


. } compere arion to — 

Italy 


. 10^3 ) Greece who lost i T 3 .D. 

Japan . 


8% 1 Roumarda ,, i T.B. 

U.S.A. . 


. 2%) Portugal ,, ; Gunboat. 


3. Enemy tonnage in the above proportions is to be allocated to each counnr/ 
for breaking up purposes by the Inter-Ailied Naval Commission. Should any 
country' be unable to break up its share, the Commission is to allocate it as neces- 
sary', preference being given to Allied countries. 

4. As regards the sinking of the German ships at Scapa How, Great Britain has 
stated her ^riilingness to bear the loss arising from that incident; but noiv that it is 
probable that compensation will be forthcoming from Germany in material 'vvliich 
is not warship construction. Great Britain agrees that such compensation should 
be di\ided amongst the Allied and Associated Powers in a similar proporticn to the 
proceeds of breaking up the enemy warships 'paragraph 2, above ^ . 

5. In view' of France and Italy being unable to build w’arsbips during the 
owing to their pre-occupation with the war on land, it is proposed that they should 
be granted the following compensation in warships surrendered from the enemy 
fleets for use with their fleets or any other purpose they may desire: — 

France . . . . .5 Light Cruisers and 10 T.B.D’s. 

Italy . . . . .5 Light Cruisers and 10 T.B.D’s. 

6. It is further proposed that the Inter-Allied Xaval Commission shall loan to 
each of the five Principail Allied and Associated Powers : — 

I Battleship 

1 Light Cruiser 

3 T.B.D’s. 

The duration of the loan to be one year, during which time these ships may be used 
for any purpose, except that of being embodied in the fleets of these po’*vers. On 
the termination of one year after the arrival of these vessels in a port of the power 
to which they have been loaned, they must either be broken up under the super- 
intendence of the Inter-Allied Naval Commission or sunk in deep w'ater. 


Appendix D to No. 24 

1, Telegram from Panac to the British Delegation at the Peace Conference 
(Nov. 15th, 1919). 

Follow’ing has been received from Admiral Goette No. 1112 of Nov. 14th, 
begins: — ^Reference your Wireless Signal 1237 of 28th October, steps are being 
taken for the delivery of the tank steamers. Ends. 

2. Telegram from the British Ministry of Shipping to the British delegation at 
the Peace Conference (Nov. 15th, 1919)- 

Message now received by Panac from Goette that steps are being taken for 
delivery of tank steamers. Unless Supreme Council decides otherwise management 
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arrangements previously made will be carried out on their arrival at Firth of Forth. 
So far as Shipping Controller is concerned no compromise in this matter can be 
considered. 


Appendix F to No. 24 

Detention in the United States of ex^German Passenger Vessels allocated to Great 

Britain for Management 

Memorandum by British Delegation 

I. The following ex-German steamers were allocated for temporary manage- 
ment to the United States for the repatriation of their army by the Allied Maritime 
Transport Council at its fifth meeting in February, 1919: — 


J^ame Gross Tonnage 

Imperator 52, 1 1 7 

Kaiserin Augusta Victoria 24,581 

Prinz Friedrich Wilhelm 1 7,082 

Mobile (ex Cleveland) 16,960 

Zeppelin 1 5,200 

Cap Finisterre 14^503 

Pretoria 13,234 

Graf Waldersee 1 3> 1 93 


2. WTien these steamers were first obtained from Germany in March last, Great 
Britain, recognizing the vital need of the United States to repatriate their army, 
fully and frankly acquiesced in these steamers being managed and employed by 
them, though such action delayed seriously the completion of the British repatria- 
tion. 

3. The U.S, Government, having subsequently intimated that their repatriation 
work was complete, and that the steamers were available for other purposes, it was 
unanimously decided at a meeting of the Allied Maritime Transport Executive in 
London on the 30th July, 1919, that all the above mentioned steamers should be 
allocated to Great Britain for management. Mr. Anderson, representing the U.S., 
was present at this meeting. 

4. Subsequently the French Government asked to be allowed to use some of 
these vessels. To meet this claim, an arrangement between the British and French 
Governments was arrived at, satisfactory to both parties. 

5. The allocation of these steamers is only for temporary management, and does 
not in any way prejudice the fined disposal of the steamers under the treaty of 
peace. 

6. Great Britain’s need of these vessels is acute. She has to demobilise her army 
in India before Christmas. Civilians, including business men, cannot go to the 
East this year owing to the lack of pcissenger ships. The waiting list of such pas- 
sengers to all parts is enormous. Over 25,000 SouA African passengers are awaiting 
transportation quite apart fi:om British passengers requiring accommodation. The 
same, if not worse, applies to India and the East, also to Australia and Canada; 
Great Britain has to repatriate 400,000 soldiers on long distance work. 
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7- In the month of September British crews were sent to New York to bring 
back the S.S. Imperator and all arrangements were concluded v.ith the U.S. 
military and naval authorities to move her, but at the last moment the American 
Shipping Board interfered and refused to allow the vessel to be delivered lo the 
British representatives, stating that their instructions were that the Irperct^r 
and the seven other vessels had been assigned to them. All arguments failed to 
induce them to admit that such was not the case. 

8. The vessels are, consequently, lying idle, and His Majesr. 's Government is 
incurring a cost of hundreds of pounds daily in feeding and housing these British 
cre^vs, which were sent to America to bring these ships over. 

g. Neither the U.S. Shipping Board nor the U.S. Government have the smallest 
conceivable right to detain these vessels. 

10. The most pressing representations have been made by the British Ambas- 
sador at Washington to the U.S. State Department on sevei^ occasions, and the 
State Department admit that the ships ought to be handed over, but its efforts have 
failed to move the American Shipping Board. 

11. Early in October, Sir Joseph hlaclay, the British Shipping Controller, made 
a personal appeal to the Chairman of the American Shipping Board to release 
these vessels, but with no result. 

1 2. A complete deadlock has been reached owing to the unjustified action cf the 
Shipping Board. 

13. In these circumstances the British Government requests the Supreme 
Council to address a formal request to the U.S. Government to hand over the 
above mentioned vessels to properly appointed agents of the British Government 
without delay. 

November 14^ -rprp. 


Appendix H to No. 24 

Draft of Instructions to be sent [^o] General Mastennan 

Note to be handed to German Government: 

According to Article 202, last alinea, of the Peace Treaty, Germany a^ees to 
displace no aeronautic material, this material to be delivered to the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

Germany, with a view to escaping this agreement, continually operates the 
displacement, and even the sale and exportation of this material. By attempting 
to thus render valueless the obligations which she assumed, she compromises the 
loyal execution of the Treaty signed and rectified [? ratified] by her. 

The Allied and Associate Powers remind Germany that the measures thus 
by her cannot be justified, and that, in consequence, the said displaced, sold 
or exported material must be defivered to them according to the terms of the Peace 
Treaty, or, in default thereof, its equivalent value, upon the entry" into force of the 
Treaty. 
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No. 25 


H. D. 95 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room^ Quai d'Orsay^ Paris, on Tuesday^ 
November 18, igig, at 10,30 am. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire i Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U,S,A,: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Eynpire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A.: Admiral McCuUy, U.S.N., Captain Madison, U.S.N., Lt.- 
Commander Koehler, U.S.N., Dr. J. B. Scott, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 
British Empire: Mr. A. Deeper, Commandant Dunne, R.N., Captain 
Fuller, R.N., Commandant [rir] Macnamara, R.N., Mr. H. "VV. Malkin. 
France: M. Loucheur, M. Arnavon, Commandant du Chayla. 

Italy: Amiral Cagni, M, Vannutelli-Rey, Captain Ruspoli, Commandant 
Ingianni, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


I. 

Report of the Reparation [Not printed]^ 

Commission on the De- 
mands presented by the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Dele- 
gation on the subject of 
the Distribution of Austro- 
Hungarian Mercantile 
Tonnage 


2. M. PiCHON observed that this question depended on the decision to be 
. taken on the previous question, which had been ad- 
He proposed likewise to adjourn the discussion 
Shvene DeUgatton “ to the following meeting. 


(This was agreed to.) 

3, M. Clemenceau stated that it was necessary to fix a date for signing the 
Treaty with Bulgaria. 

B^g^an Treaty ^^RTHELOT pointed out that certain questions of detail 

had still to be settled before the signature could take place. 
The signature of Serbia was dependent on a prior settlement of the question 
of distribution of Austro-Hungarian mercantile tonnage. Within eight days 

* The discussion of this subject (cf. No. 19, note 2, and No. 20, minute 8) 'was adjourned 
until the following meeting’. 
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the Council would know whether or not it could count on obtaining the 
signature of Roumania, Moreover, the Council had decided, upcn the 
request of Switzerland, to insert in the Bulgarian Treaty articles guaranteeing 
Swiss neutrality. As far as the Bulgarians were concerned, no difnctilties 
would be raised in this connection, but it would still be necessary- to irXorm 
them of this matter upon the arrival of their delegates in Paris, which would 
take place the following day. These various considerations made it evident 
that the signature of the Bulgarian Treaty could not take place before the 
following 'Wednesday or Thursday. 

(After a short discussion, Thursday, November 27th, was settled upon as 

the date for the signature of the Bulgarian Treaty.) 


M. Clemenceau felt inclined simply to reply to M. \"enizelos that the 
Council adhered integrally to the text of the letter it had 
sent him on November i2th.3 M. Berthelot could under- 
take the preparation of this letter. 

M. DE Martino agreed entirely \rith M. Clemenceau” s 
suggestion. He wished to correct a misleading phrase in 
hi. Venizelos’ letter of November :5th 'see Appendix 
B;. It w’as there said (see page 2)^ that the Commission on Greek Territorial 
Claims had categorically approved the Greek claims on Smyrna and the 
neighbouring region. He felt obliged then to point out that the Italian 
representative on that Commission had alw'ays contested the Greek claims. 


Consideration of letters 
of Xovemher 15th and 
jjtkfrom M. Venizelos 
reiatke to the situation 
in Smyrna. {See Appen- 
dices B and C-) 


It was decided : 

(1) that M. Berthelot prepare a letter to be sent to M. Venizelos informing 

hiTTi that the Supreme Council adhered integrally to the point of 
view set forth in its letter of November 12th ; 

(2) that the above letter be signed by the President in the name of the 

Supreme Council and despatched immediately. 


5. (The Council had before it a telegram from Sir George Clerk dated Novem- 
ber 1 6th (see Appendix D).) 

Staton tn Eyre Crowe read and commented upon this telegram. He 

pointed out that the information contained therein was less satis- 

2 Appendix G is not printed. In this letter M. Venizelos replied to the Supreme Councirs 
request for information formulated in the penultimate paragraph of its letter to him of 
November 12 (see No. 20, appendix A). M. Venizelos stated that he had just been informed 
by the Greek High Gommissioner at Smyrna that *in conformity with the proposals of 
General \Iilne approved by the Supreme Council, the Greek troops, after having occupied 
their new positions in the Pergame sector, were obliged to cross the line in the direction of 
Soma, because of an aggression, by Turkish bands, to pursue and disperse the assailants. 
Ha\'ing achieved this purpwDse, they hastened to return to their original position. Tins 
action took place by virtue of a new authorization from General Milne by the terms of 
which Greek troops may, in defending themselves, counter attack and pursue the enemy 
beyond their line to a distance of three kilometers, under the obligation of returning to their 
original line after having dispersed the enemy. Mr. Sterghiadis adds that the use made of 
this authorization was brought to the attention of General Harboury [Harbord?], repre- 
sentative of Gteneral Milne, who formulated no observations nor reserves. 

3 See No. 20, appendix A ♦ The i)cnultiiaate paragraph of the letter. 
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factory, that arrests of certain political leaders were talcin g place at Budapest 
and that if the situation did not improve. Sir George Clerk might be obliged 
to carr\- out the threat which he had already several times made of leaving 
Hungary. ° 

(Discussion of this question was adjourned pending the receipt of more 
precise information.) 

6. M. Clemenceau stated that as a result of the conversation he had had 

Distribuiimof Expert it had become 

warships apparent that the point of view set forth in the latest British 
proposition was an entirely new one. He found it diiBcult to 
reach immediately a decision on such an important point in the absence of 
the Minister of Marine who was at that moment not in Paris. He felt that 
the Minister of Marine would not be disinclined to agree with the British 
proposals. Up to that time his own point of view had been somewhat differ- 
ent, but the new arguments presented to him had rather shaken his convic- 
tion and he was quite ready to change his previous point of view in order to 
arrive at an agreement. Nevertheless he wished time for reflection. He could 
not indeed pretend that the idea of destroying the vessels would not be very 
unfavourably received by French public opinion. If a solution of that nature 
were adopted, at the very least it would be necessary to draw up a statement 
clearly setting forth the reasons which militated in favour of that solution. 
Unfortunately the present state of the French navy was so regrettable that 
French public opinion would not understand why the navy should not use 
the share of German ships which were allotted to it. At any rate it would 
be necessary to act with due consideration for French public opinion which 
was acutely interested in this question. 

(The discussion of this question was adjourned.) 

7. Mr. Polk wished to call attention to the fourth paragraph of the decision 

Correction of the Minutes ^^l^tive to Germaii Oil Tank Ships in the Minutes of 
of the meeting of the A® preceding meeting (H. D. 94,® Minute 2), which did 

Council of November ly, not entirely conform to what he had said. "V^Tiat he had 
xpig {H. D. 9^)5, rela- actually said was that he would imdertake to transmit 
^Ta^Ships^’^'^ ^ Government Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal, recom- 

mending its adoption, and that in the meantime the 9 oil 

tank ships of the Deutsch-Amerikanische Petroleum Gesellschaft should be 
retained without being used. 

M. DE Pergin asked if the remaining tankers could at once be used, as was 
set forth in the preceding paragraphs of the decision in question. 

Mr. Polk replied in the affirmative. 

It was decided: 

that paragraph 4 of the decision relative to German Oil Tank Ships 
(meeting of November 17th, 1919, H. D. 94, s Minute 2), should he modified 
to read as follows: 

(4) that Mr. Polk would transmit to his Government the foregoing pro- 

s No. 34. 
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posals of Sir Eyre Crowe and recommend the adoption tlierft-iyL and 
that in the meantime the 9 oil tank ship* claimed iy American 
interests should be retained withont heinsr nsed/ 


Fromageot explained ihat the que^tl'n cf Gerntan ihy 
to Dnich Xavigation Companle- hee: 
a note of the Conn'c:: cemandin j that 


bv 


>3 transteiTca 
: brought -up 
the German? 


retain the 5 vessels in course of construed cti ’Chdeh the^' 




3 


GcTtnan ships transferred 
durir^ the war to Dutch 
yaiigation Cempeniss 

claimed to ha\'e legally transferred to Id 

and 1916. The Dutch Government had protested against this ncte and 

tained that the Dutch X’avigation Companies %vere legal cvmers of the vessels 
in quesdon. The Dutch note had been replied to and Germany had replied 
to the note which had been sent it.^ The question raised was the validity of 
a change of flag during the course of a war of a vessel belonging to a belli- 
gerent countiyo That question had not been juridically decided in an identi- 
cal manner by all the Allied and Associated Powers. In. France a verr ancient 
rule was folio^ved which had been laid down at the time of the t^’ar of 
American Independence by an Ordinance of 1778. That ordinance settled 
that no ship could avail itself of a neutral flag if that neutral flag had been 
acquired in the course of the war. The French had never ceased to apply that 
rule. In America and England the system followed was apparently diSerentj 
and a transfer made in good faith was considered valid in principle; but if 
account were taken of the jurisprudence of prize courts it would be seen that 
in practice decisions w’ere in general similar to those arrived at in France, 
In any case, as it might weU be embarrassing to ask their Allies to adopt a 
course that would not be fully consistent with the juridical principles which 
they accepted theoretically, he thought, in agreement with his colleagues, 
that it would be preferable not to reply to the German note until the Treaty 
had come into force. The Treaty specified (see Part VIII, Annex III, 
paragraph 7; that Germany must secure for herself the full title 10 the pro- 
pert\" in aii those ships that were transferred during the w’ar. Basing their 
position upon that very definite text, the Allied and Associated Powers would 
be legally justified in demanding from the Germans delivery, pure and 
simple, of those vessels, without needing to engage in theoretical and obscure 
discussions upon the validity of the transfers. 

(After a short discussion 
It w’as decided: 

not to reply before the Treaty came into force to the German note upon 
the German vessels transferred during the war to Dutch navigation com- 
panies.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


HStel de Crillotiy 
Paris^ November 18^ 

6 See VoL I, No. 74, minute i, and in the present volume No. 12, minute 6 and No. 13, 
minute 6. 
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PARIS, November /j, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 25 
Greek Delegation to the Peace Congress. 

From: M. E. K. Venizelos 
To: M. Clemenceau. 

I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of the letter which Your Excellency 
was kind enough to send me on November 12, relative to the Commission of 
Inquiry of Sm^Tna.^ 

Owing to the spirit of friendly confidence inspiring the answer of the Supreme 
Council to the wTitten claims and verbal reserves which I had the honour to set 
forth, I think it my duty not to insist on the errors in the investigation, consequent 
to the incontestable irregularities committed in the course of the procedure adopted 
by the Commission. 

But it would be a slight on the respectful sincerity of the sentiments w^hich I 
always expressed to the Supreme Council, to not point out to the benevolent 
attention of the Council the reflections suggested to me, on two points, by the 
answ^er given. 

In the first place, the Supreme Council expresses the hope that the dangerous 
tension, which seems still to exist on the boundaries of the zone of Greek occupa- 
tion, will be, little by little, reduced by the wisdom and justice of the Greek 
administration and thanks to the work of delimitation recently terminated by 
General Milne, Commander of the Allied Forces in Anatolia. 

The Supreme Council may entirely rely upon the maintenance of a perfect 
order in the zone of occupation of the Greek Army. But it would be a misunder- 
standing of the reality of the facts which provoked this dangerous tension, existing 
on the boundaries of the zone of occupation, to expect its reduction by the effects 
of Greek administration. In fact, its vigilance is all exercised within these 
boundaries while the tension referred to above results from attacks launched from 
outside. Their authors are not only free to organize them, but they w^ere under 
the impression of being encouraged to do so by the procedure of the investigation 
in which they discerned disfavour for the Greek regime. Therefore, they continued 
their powerless aggressions again and again, as the risks were reduced by the fact 
that Greek troops had to limit themselves to repulsing them without authority to 
pursue them. 

An objective examination of the facts leads to the conclusion that the good order 
existing in the zone of Greek occupation will be as well assured beyond its limits 
as soon as the Turks, deprived of the hope of finding support in instigating trouble, 
will really become conscious of their defeat. This result will certainly be obtained 
by the definite decisions of the Peace Conference. 

In the second place, the Supreme Coimcil notices that the occupation of Smyrna 
was only decided for political reasons, and constitutes no new right in the future. 
May I point out that, whatever be the reasons for the decision to send Greek troops 
to Smyrna, the Supreme Council could not be mistaken as to the interpretation 
given it, with good reasons, by the Greek Government and people. The Greek 
claims on Smyrna and the neighbouring region were not oidy well-known, but 
they had been officially formulated to the Conference, defended at length before 
the Supreme Coimcil, and Irankly approved by the Committee on Greek Terri- 
torial Claims. In occupying Smyrna, Greece knew that [?if] she was not yet legally, 
die was at least morally, entitled to it. She did not simply send her troops as 
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executive instruir^ents to a foreign ccuntr>*. as ihe 
jjut as organs most interested in the success cf an 
vtetv to maintaining order in an essentiaiiv great :c 
occupation cf Smyrna did not constitute, ::cm a 


a new rignt to tne o-enetit ot Greece, in faLt. it has ireate 
should not be disregarded. It does not extend the rights " 
had in Smyrna, and already recosrdzed hv the Ccmmit 


at least it oorrooorates them and strengthens the legit: 
Greek nation in the final decislrn of the Peace Confer en 
I entirely share this sentiment, as I am corndnced that : 
in Sm}Tna are in full accord uith the general situation of 
'ivishes and interests of the population. 

Please accept, etc. 


itusly done in Ruisia, 





.e right* of my ccontr;’ 
re world, and tdth the 


£. K. v’Exizznos 


Appendix D to No. 25 
Telegram frcm Sir G. Clerk, Biiatect^ r: S^c 


r'.. 

'w* IKI 


Xo. 8. 


r61 r;- 




Order has so far been completely maintained and general life of city is o^uite 
normal but there have occurred instances of unauthorized arrests and attempted 
arrests of prominent socialists and social democrats. These are people who have 
been in consultation with me and in negotiation with present government in 
regard to formation of a coalition. I have made strongest possible representations 
to government \kho assures me incidents are completely unauthorized acts of 
individual officers or soldiers. This may be so but instances are all the more 
significant of lack of authority of government. I have said that I can only regard 
arrests of political leaders with whom both I and government are in consultation 
as deliberate insults to Allies and that unless I have formal and definite guarantees 
that no one wdli be molested in this way I shall leave Budapest at once. 


No. 26 

H. D. 96.1 Soies of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M, Pickon^s Roomy Quai d'Orsaj^ Paris, on Wednesday, 
jXovember ig, igig, at ii.oo am. 

Present: U.S.A.'. Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir E>Te Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: Ciemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, \I. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M, Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: USA.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt, 
G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M, Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


II A a 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U,SA , : Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Lt.-Gommander Koehler 
U.S.N. 

British Empire: Mr. A. Deeper, Mr. Forbes-Adam. 

France: General Payot, General Le Rond, M. Laroche, M. Kammerer, 
M, de Montille. 

Italy: AI. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri. 

Japan: hi. Shigemitsu. 


1. 

[Not printed]^ 

Treaty between 
Greece and Bulgaria 

2 . 

[Not printed]^ 

Signature of 
Minorities Treaty 
with Roumania 


3. (The Council had before it a telegram from the Esthonian Minister of 
Request of the Esthmans Fo’^eign Affairs, dated November 12th (see Appendix 
for the estahliskment of a ^) •) 

neutral zf>ne between the M. EIammerer read and commented upon the tele- 
Baltie States and Russia gram. He said that this request tended to replace the 

troops in those territories by Allied troops. He 
** thought this would not be an enviable position for the 

Allies to be in between the Bolshevists and the Baltic States, and that it would 
imply a sort of agreement between the Allies and the Bolshevists. 

^ The Supreme Council considered a report from the Committee on New States, dated 
November 17, 1919, and an annexed ‘draft agreement on Balkan emigration’ (appendix A 
in original). This report and draft agreement are printed by D. H. hliller, op. cit., vol. xiii, 
PP- 527-34- After some discussion the Supreme Council decided: ‘(1) to submit to the 
Bulgarian Delegation the Treaty between Greece and Bulgaria with regard to reciprocal 
emigration; (see Appendix A [o- (2) that two days’ time be given to the Bulgarian 

Delegation to consider this text; (3) that the question whether the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers should sign this Treaty would be considered later. It was further 
decided: that Mr. Polk should refer to Washington the question of the signature of this 
Treaty by the United States.* (This decision is printed ibid., vol. xiii, pp. 537-8.) 

* The Supreme Council considered a note on this subject, dated November 18, 1919, 
ftom the Committee on New States (appendix B in original). This note is printed by 
D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, p. 542. After some discussion the Supreme Council decided: 
*(i) that no answer was called for by the-'Roumanian note relating to the Minorities Treaty, 
and that no further action be taken until an answer had been received from the Ro umani an 
Government to the note of November 15th [see No. 23, minute 2] ; (2) that if that answer 
were in the aflSrmative the Roumanian Delegation should be required immediately to put 
their observations before the Committee on New States; (3) that the Committee on New 
States should within twenty-four hours present a report to the Supreme Council on those 
observations; it being understood that Ae Minorities Treaty could not be modified in its 
gencr^ principles, but only in respect of such articles, e.g. ro, 1 1 and 12, as purely concerned 
Rou m a n i a . (See appendix B [y. 5ttj&-]).* This decision is printed ibid., vol, xiii, p. 543. 
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M. CLE:.rLN':£AU ia:d 
opiEioiL of the C.junci: that 
It 'W'as decided: 


he felt pc-rfr 
ach 2 reqtie' 


toe 


t:roeu 5 


not to ^rant tfcp r^rctie-t of the E-tii*-r^;ao jlirJ-ter of Joreim Affair? 
lor the establifhmeiit of a neutral zone the Baltic ftate? and 

Russia jmdez the control of a third State, be a7;pr;:z:ted L^- th^ Confer- 
ence. :See Appendix C.s 


4 . The Connd; 

.^cv /rjP2 *h£ Pclish 
Deligzti:\ z 

zhzt t\? ArrangETPept 
Gzlicia be 

czTPZii^iirafed t: trei: 


had before :: a letter :r:no the Secretar;* General ■:: the 
Podsh Delegation see AppendL'; D h 

M. Berthelot read and centmen^ed nnrn the letter, 
irie acideti tnat the C O'nr'cii had clr^''r 4 i'h* decided -tin 
November iith ic hear the ?cli>h Delegates 'A-ithont corr> 
municaring the report t:. them. He tvemd ask the Pe.iish 
Deles'ates to aonesr befr^'e tr.e C-ourteil 2 t the f flv^’ir^ 


meeting. 


cf INct printed]- 

Plebiscite ^czes 
iz Ger^^any 


5 Xot printed. This letter, dated Xovember 27, 2529. ackno\vIedged receipt of a letter 
dated Xovember 12, 1919, which M. Duiasta had addressed to the Polish delegation in 
consequence of the decisions cf the Supreme Council of Xovember ii. recorded in Xo. 19, 
minute 7. The letter from the Polish delegation stated that ‘the Polish Plenipotentiary/ 
Delegates, ^lessrs. badislas Grabski and Stanislas Patek have arrived in Paris and are 
ready to comply with the in\itation of the Supreme Council. The Polish Delegates would 
be pleased to become acquainted with the new draft of statute for Eastern Gaficia, before 
they set forth their obser\'ations on the said statute.’ 

+ Xot printed. In opening the discussion of this matter ‘General Le Rond said that the 
question of transferring the sovereignty o\'er the territories subject to a plebiscite had to be 
settled between the Commissions of the Allies and the German delegates, who had just 
arrived. The different plebiscite commissions had been organized since Xovember 10, but 
they had had great diSicult\’ in getting their personnel : some of the members were still in 
Rome, others in London, trying to get it together. That was one reason wmy the discussion 
with the German delegates had not started. The questions to be discussed with the Germans 
arose from the application of the Treaty.’ General Le Rond outlined these questions of 
organization and after a brief discussion the Supreme Council decided: ‘(ly that in the 
course of negotiations with the German Delegates appointed to sign the protocol the German 
Government should be asked to appoint to each Government Commission an official w^ho, 
having been accepted by the Commission, w'ould act as an intermediary between the Central 
German Government and the Commissions; (2) that financial representatives be appointed 
by each Power to prepare, together with General Le Rond, a report on the financial 
questions relative to the organization of plebiscite areas and to the occupation of Dantzig 
and Memei. (Mr. Polk made the reservation that the United States Government could not 
be represented on this Commission as the Treaty with Germany had not yet been ratified 
by the Senate.)* 

'With reference to the subject of resolution (i) General Le Rond had observed that the 
appointment of such a German official w'as particularly desirable in connexion with matters 
of economic organization. With reference to the subject of resolution '2; the general observed 
that all expenses w’ere to be charged against local revenues, present and foture, but since 
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6. General Payot said that Marshal Foch’s staff had examined the question 
of transportation of troops and supplies with the repre- 
Cost of transpormion of ggntatives of the Allied Armies and had drafted a memo- 

and supplies m j-andum which could be transmitted to the German 

Delegates who w^ould have 48 hours to examine the 
proposal. If the Germans accepted this, the question would be settled; 
otherwise the Allied Delegates might see the German Delegates and come 
to an agreement with them. He pointed out that in the memorandum to be 
submitted to the Germans, the question who would pay those expenses arose 
and as he had not known what the GounciPs decision would be, a non- 
committal formula had been adopted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said there could be no doubt whatsoever that the cost of 
transportation of troops and of supplies was included in the costs of occupa- 
tion and therefore should be borne by the States to whom attribution of 
territories would be made. 

General Payot remarked that the cost of the transportation of troops 
alone would amount to approximately 5,000,000 marks. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, in order not to give the Germans the impres- 
sion that all costs were being imposed on them, it should be made clear in the 
memorandum to be submitted to the Germans that the costs of transportation 
W'ere to be borne by the States to whom attribution of said territories w'ould 
ultimately be made. 

It was decided: 

(1) that a memorandum should be submitted to the German Delegates 

regarding the transportation of troops and supplies in the plebiscite 
areas; 

(2) that the cost of transportation of troops and supplies in the plebiscite 

areas should be a charge against the States to whom attribution of 
these territories would be made and that a phrase to that effect 
would be put in the memorandum to be submitted to the Germans ; 

( 3 ) that a delay of 48 hours be given them for examination. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

H6tel de Crillon^ 

Paris ^ November ig^ 1919* 

current local revenues in the plebiscite area would be insuflScicnt to meet the charges it was 
necessary to consider possible temporary apportionments, as between the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, Poland, and Germany, of expenses to be met by financial advances ; 
these expenses were of three main kinds; those of administration by local oflGicials, of the 
maintenance of forces of occupation, and of maintaining the Plebiscite Commissions. 
‘Sir Eyre Crowe said that it was dij05c\ilt to solve that question without the advice of financial 
experts. The argument, however, did not take into account cases like Danzig and Memel. 
Neither Poland nor Germany were concerned there. The matter would have to be referred 
to his Government.* 


356 



Appeotix C to No. so 


I am directed by the Ci'Hfe'.ence of the Delegates cf the Balhan 3a*t:C ' States 


Peace Co>:?erz:;cEj Papj=, 

Teie^'am. 5.S. Re^^al 2375 ::2:25:a:3o--. 

tie: ence of the _ 
cf the Republics of Lithuania, Larha and EsthcrJa tt irhtrm ^cu tr.ai the Con- 
ference has decidec that in the event cf an armistice heinc o:s=ii:-e hen/'een the 
Baltic States and the Government of Russia, a neutral ztne iht«ld be 

established benveen the Russian front and the Baltic States under tne adminiitra- 
ticn of a third State. Coitsecuently, I have the honour to reoues: the Peace Con- 
ference to entrust a State vdth the organization and conitrcl cf the Aamirdstration 
in the neutral zone in order that the execution cf the clauses of the eventual Treaty 
may be guaranteed. 

Estkcxi.^’ MncsTE?.. ce Fore:o:« .\jFxA;p.s. 


No. 27 


K. D. 97 .] \otes of a Meeting of tke Heeds cf Deicga:: 
Great Pou^ers held in AL Pickoifs Room^ Q^zi Per 

youmber 20^ ^ 9 ^ 9 i cit 20.00 a.cr:. 


■s :f Fin 

6/to X J dc^y * 


Present: U,S.A.: Hon. Henry White; secretary^ Mr. L. Harrison. 

Briiisk Empire: Sir E\Te Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xorman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthdot, M. de Saint 
Quentin. 

Italy : M. de Martino ; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 
japan: M, Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: IJ.S.A. \ Gapt. G. A. Gordon. Briiisk Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: !\I. de Percin. Italy: M. Zandii. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for items in \vhich they were concerned : 

U.S.A . : Colonel J. A. Logan, Dr. I. Bowman, Captain Madison, U.S.X., 
Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: Lieut. -Col. Kisch, Mr. A. Leeper, Mr. MacFadyean, 
Mr. Carr. 

France: M. Laroche, General Le Rond, M. de Monrillc. 

Italy: M. D’Amelio, M. \"annuteIli-Rey, M. Stranieri. 

Japan: !M. Shigemitsu. 

I. Sir EYTtE Crowe called the Council’s attention to the importance of 
. definitely settling the conditions of Peace to be submitted to 

ungarian reaty Hungarians. The latest new'S from Budapest indicated 

that a coalition Government was in process of formation. He had just 
received two telegrams from Sir George Clerk (see Appendices A and 

^ Appendix B is not printed. It contained a brief telegram. No. 10, dated from Budapest 
on November 18, 19 lo, in which Sir G. Clerk seated: ‘in view of the remarkable order and 
tranquillity which has signalled withdrawal of Roumanians and entry of Hungarian forces, 
mission of generals and I agree that despatch of further allied officers asked for in my 
telegram Xo. 6 [see No. 20, appendix E] is no longer necessary.’ 
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which contained favourable news. A final, definite draft should be ready for 
submission by the time the Hungarians w^ere in a position to send negotiators 
to Paris. But to arrive at such a final draft certain questions which were still 
undecided would ha\'e to be settled. The most important one related to the 
expenses caused by Roumanian occupation of Hungary and the means of 
meeting the same. If that point were now brought up for discussion it might 
take months to settle it. He thought it would be well to study the suggestion 
of the American legal experts that a clause should be inserted in the Treaty 
with Hungary giving the Reparation Commission power to settle that whole 
question in view^ of existing circumstances. The Drafting Committee might 
be asked to come at once to an agreement with the Committee on Organiza- 
tion of the Reparation Commission in order to draft such a clause. Mother 
question to be settled related to the cession of Fiume; a formula to that effect 
would have to be found which could be inserted in the Treaty of Peace with 
Hungary. He thought that the Drafting Committee could likewise be charged 
with that task. 

M. Berthelot observed that as soon as the two points mentioned by 
Sir Eyre Crowe had been settled the Hungarian Treaty w’^ould be entirely 
ready for submission to the Hungarian Delegates. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the Drafting Committee, in agreement with the Committee on 

Organization of the Reparation Commission, should prepare a draft 
article to be inserted in the Treaty with Hungary giving the Repara- 
tion Commission fuU power to settle the questions raised by the 
expenses of Roumanian occupation of Hungary ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee be charged with the preparation of a 

draft clause to be inserted in the Treaty with Himgary relating to 
the cession of Fiume by Hungary, 


2 . 

Report of the Committee 
on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission 
relating to the demands 

of the Serb-Croat‘ [Not printed]^ 

Slovene Delegation on 
the subject of the distrU 
buiion of Austro^ 

Hungarian mercantile 
tonnage 

2 M. Loucheur read and commented upon this undated report (appendix G in original) . 
‘He was glad to be able to state that the Committee on Organization of the Reparation 
Commission, at a meeting attended by Italian and Jugo-Slav Representatives, had reached 
a unanimous decision. The formula agreed upon seemed to him a good one. With respect 
to vessels of less than 2,000 tons the owners were to be left a free choice of flag in accordance 
with their nationality. It was understood that further agreement would be reached with 
respect to vessels of greater tonnage and that Jugo-Slav Delegates would be heard at the 
moment of reaching such an agreement.’ The Supreme Council approved the recom- 
mendations of the Committee. 
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Effect efihs C:mrr,it‘£e 
c:; Org::n:c^^z7n cf the 
Ritaratzer*. Ctrr/r.iszi^'-z 
on the pTtvioiznzl diotri^ 

huticn of Tailing stosk "Xot printer. 

betzi'een sfateejorming 

part cf thefermer 

Au^tre-Hunga-^zan 

PAtnzrchy 


4.. The Councii had before it a repnrt of the Coirirrittee or: Orgardzation 

of the Reparation Commission on ihe term? G.f a loan cf 
Revort of the Comnktee ^ ^ ^ ■ . . . r 

>100.000,000. Dv wav 01 naiTncnt tor tne nrcvisicmnsr oi 

cn Orgcr.zztitLcn 0: tHe ; ; . % ' * , . * , 

Reparedien Czrnriksikn Austria dnnng the next six montns see AppencLix E . 

enthe terms cf a lean cf M. LoucHEUR Said that the Committee on Crganiza- 

%:oo,ooo,ooo by zLay of tion of the Reparation Cemrrission had examined the 

payment for ine prcs> ^ nnaniinous report submitted to it by the sub-cc'inmission 

siomngof ^ustrM {iu,.n^ sitting at Vienna. That sub-commission recommended 
txe next six montns ^ . , , * . ^ « 

as essenual a loan to Austria c: 100,000,000 to cover 

the supply of food-stufis and coal of which Austria would have need during 
the next six months. The action contemplated was of a very" important 
character and evidently necessitated a careful study on the part of the 
Governments interested. Moreover a loan, however large, would not 
suffice to smooth away all difficulties. It was not only money that was 
needed; cars*^ and food were especially necessary. He had recently had 
a conversation with Mr. Benes. Apparendy ever\’thing needed in the way 
of sugar, coal and shoes could be found in Czecho-Siovakia. Czecho- 
slovakia had sho\ra a willingness to join the consortium to be created with 
the object of restoring the economic life of Austria. On the other hand, it w’as 
essential to supply Vienna with grain. Grain w’as already scarce in \ lenna 
and within three w*eeks it would be completely lacking. The Serbian portion 
of the Banat alone seemed in a position to furnish the necessary’ grain. He 
expected to see M. Trumbitch very’ scon and, if the Council did not object, 
to bring some pressure to bear on him to hasten the despatch to Austria of 
the grain which Jugo-Sla\ia had contracted to deliver and of which it had 
not yet delivered half. He himself thought that it became a question of a 

3 M. Loucheur explained the British note of November 13, 1919, on this subject appendix 
D in original: see No. 22, minute 5 and note 5). The Supreme Council decided: ‘(i; that 
the question of the nomination of a Commission to sit at Vienna for the distribution of 
rolling stock between the States forming a part of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy 
be referred to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Co mm i ss ion which, if its 
sub-commission specially charged with Austrian questions should reach a unanimous 
decision in favour of said nomination, should take the measures necessary to carry such 
decision into effect; (2) that if the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Com- 
mission or its sub-commission should not reach a unanimous decision, the question should 
a gain comc before the Council at an early meeting.’ 
i.e. railway trucks. 
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direct loan from Serbia to Austria and he would likewise confer with M. 
Trumbitch on that point. The Allied and Associated Powers in his opinion 
should only concern themselves with additional loans. Each Government 
would of course have to determine the extent of the financial aid which it was 
ready to give to the work of the rebuilding of Austria. He had not yet been 
able to see the French Minister of Finance on that point. He pointed out that 
the Government of the United States had several times declared that it could 
not participate in the loan in question. The United States pointed out that 
as they had made large advances to the Allies it was incumbent upon the 
latter to make the financial arrangements which they judged essential with 
the States of Central Europe. 

Mr. White observed that the Government of the United States had 
already several times defined its position on that question. In order to 
summarize the question without unduly taking up the Council’s time, he 
wished simply to read the following memorandum: 

Taris, November 19, 1919. 

‘The United States Government understands that this note from the 
Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission must be passed 
on to the governments or the treasuries of the several Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

‘The American Delegation desires to point out that the point of view 
of the United States was brought to the attention of the O.C.R.C. by a 
note presented at the Plenary Meeting of Friday, September 17, 1919, 
and by numerous notes and memoranda presented to the O.C.R.C. and 
its several sub-committees from time to time since then. All these notes 
and memoranda have been distributed among the various Delegations. 

‘It is requested that the various governments or treasuries consider care- 
fully the various American notes and memoranda in reaching a decision. 

‘The American Delegation refers particularly to the American memo- 
randa presented at the meeting of the Organization Committee of the 
Reparation Commission on November 6, 1919 (17th Meeting) and the 
Extraordinary-Plenapy-Meeting of November ii, 1919-’ 

M. DE Martino said that in short it was a question of making an important 
loan to Austria. It seemed to him that it was not for the Council, but for the 
respective Governments, to reach a decision on that question. 

M. Lougheur said that it was only a question of the Council submitting 
a plan for the approval of the respective Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the situation was as follows : the Council 
had before it a unanimous report of the Committee on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission. He had transmitted the same to his Government. 
It did not seem to him that M. Loucheur’s views corresponded entirely with 
the plan of action, which wa>s to reach an agreement between the various 
Governments as soon as poss ble. He felt obliged to state, moreover, that he 
had been informed from London that Great Britain could not consent to 
make a loan if America did not make one. He had received two telegrams 

360 



from Vienna v;hich sho^.vcd the shnaiion to he desp 
dated Xovember :pth, said that ^v::h:n a \’7eek 5 : 
lacking at \ lenna unless immediate measures ’‘/ere ’ 


.te. The first telegranij 
• vrC'uld be completeiv 
:en, and that sno'^v-falls 


threatened to interrupt traffic ben»veen ^’ienna and irieste. ivhich 


OUit 


have disastrous conseuuences. The Communht Partv intended to take 
acvantage of the tnreatened lamine to create disorders* and as the Go^'ern- 
ment was greatly ’ivesltened serious consecuence? were to te enuected. A 
second telegram dated the same day stated that the railroad frim Trieste ^vas 
still open thus permitting the immediate despatch of dour tO) fifienna. The 
telegram added that strikes were imminent in Vienna, and alsO’ in the 
Province of St\^ria, The result of this tvas that the situation was most alarm- 
ing and that some action must be taken within a %veek. He tvas informed ihai 
negotiations had taken place between Great Sritain and Italy with a vietv of 
sending to \ ienna a part of the grain then at Trieste, which w ouid be naid for 
by the remainder of a loan of $2,000,000. It seemed to him that the grain 
could be shipped to Vienna without atvaiting a final settlement of the question 


of credits. 

M. DE Martino said that he would recommend favourably to his Gcvern- 
ment Sir Ewe Crowe’s suggestion. He wished also Ito] point out that Italy 
had already sent a large quantity of food to Austria, 

M. Loucheur agreed fully with Sir Ewe Crowe. He thought it absolutely 
essential that the grain then at Trieste be immediately sent to Vienna. 
Moreover, he w’ould see the Minister of Finance. He thought it important 
to submit immediately to the respective Governments the report of the 
Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission then before the 
Council. AlodificationSj which a closer study of the question might seem to 
render necessaiyq could later on be suggested. 

M. DE Martino called the Council’s attention to the first paragraph of the 
conclusions of the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commis- 
sion ;'see page 3 of the ReportjS Appendix E). It was there stated that the 
Austrian Government should forth^rith prohibit by law the sale, transfer or 
disposal, outside of Austria or to other than Austrian nationals, of any assets 
of the country', either publicly or privately' owned. That pro\ision seemed 
to him unduly’ restrictive; its effect w’ould be to prohibit all commerce with 
foreigners. The measures proposed should, he thought, only affect public 
property, or at the very- most, real property belonging to indhiduals. 

M. Loucheur said that the paragraph criticized by M. de !Martino w'Oidd 
be studied anew’; that, how'ever, should not hinder the submission to the 
various Governments of the report in its present form. He wished to point 
out that said first paragraph, among other points, was aimed at the question 
of w'orks of art, which had given rise to certain difficulties. 

M. DE Martino replied that, in conformity^ with the Treaty of Saint 
Germain, his Government w'as conducting pourparlers on that subject with 
the Austrian Government. 

M. IvLwsui feared that the geographic situation of Japan w^ouId make it 


5 The firsi sub-paragraph of ihe penxiidmate paragraph of the report. 
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difficult for his Government to render effective aid in a matter of such great 
urgence. However, he would not fail to telegraph his Government. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the report of the Committee on Organization of the Reparation 

Commission on the terms of a loan of one hundred million dollars 
($100,000,000) by way of payment for the provisioning of Austria 
during the next six months (see Appendix E) be submitted by the 
various Delegations for the examination of their respective Govern- 
ments ; 

(2) that the first paragraph of the conclusions of the Committee on 

Organization of the Reparation Commission, beginning with the 
words, ^ First: Require the Austrian Government forthwith . . be 
examined again by the said Committee on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission. 

5. M. Loucheur, before leaving the room, wished to call the Council’s 
attention to the serious results, from the point of view 
Date of the Deposit of execution of the Treaty, of the delay in the ex- 

ratifications. The Germans had to make a 
series of deliveries the details whereof had to be settled 
before December 31st, With respect to coal, for instance, under the terms of 
the Treaty the Germans had to furnish fifteen hundred thousand tons per 
month; as the Treaty was not yet in force they had furnished only five 
hundred and ten thousand tons the preceding month and it was probable 
that their November deliveries would be even smaller. On the other hand, 
with respect to personal property, the Allied and Associated Powers were 
unable to consummate any of the necessary arrangements. It would be easy 
to cite examples showing how serious a matter was the delay in the deposit of 
ratifications. 

M. Berthelot said that the date of exchange of ratifications could not be 
fixed before Germany had made known its intentions with respect to signing 
the Protocol. Moreover, the organization of the Plebiscite Commissions 
would have to be completed. Everyone was unanimous in wishing that the 
Treaty enter into force as soon as possible. But, certain questions had to be 
settled first. Among them might be mentioned the negotiations between 
Poland and Germany, whose transfer to Paris had been requested by Poland. 

M. Loucheur thought certainly that before the exchange of ratifications 
the Germans should be made to sign the Protocol relative to violations of 
Armistice clauses. But it did not seem to him that the question of Germano- 
Polish negotiations was germane to the putting into force of the Treaty. 
With respect to the Commissions, he thought that the Allied and Associated 
Powers could dictate their decisions to the Germans and that long negotia- 
tions would consequently be unnecessary. In any event, he wished to insist 
that the putting into force of the Treaty should not be indefinitely postponed. 
The Allied and Associated Powers were running the risk of being foreclosed 
with respect to certain of their demands. The Germans should at once be 
notified of a date on which the Treaty would be put into force. If they 
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created difEculties the responsibilit}’ fcr delay would at leas: lie at their door, 
^loreover, the Allied and Associated Pov.'ers pc-sseised the means of hrir.rLo^"; 
effective pressure to bear upon the Germans. The latter could he pretenteu 
from disposing of their foreign securities ^»\hich they Ictc urea: need of selling 
in order to procure foodsruSs. 

General Le Rond called the Councirs attention to :l:e difhculties ex- 
perienced by the Commissions in recruiting the necessary personneh The 
Srirish Treasury had not )-et given an answer on the question c: allo’/.antes 
to members of Commissions. That delay made recruiting vein* diScuJt. A 
Commission had been established to examine into the financiai organization 
of plebiscite zones and it was necessary* that an agreement on that point be 
reached before the negotiations %rith the German Delegates could advan- 
tageously be begun. 

hi. PicHON proposed to settle upon December ist as the date of exchange 
of ratifications. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that the Germans must be notified of tnat date 
and told that they would accordingly have to sign the Protocol before 
December :st. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the first of December be fixed as the date for the deposit of rati- 

fications ; 

(2) that the Secretary General of the Conference notify* the German 

Delegation of the foregoing decision, and inform it at the same time 
that the Protocol relating to the nonfulfilment by Germany of 
certain Armistice Clauses must be signed by the German Delegates 
before that date. 

6. (At this point M. Patek and M. Grabski entered the room.) 

M. PiCHON asked the Polish Delegates to be good enough to 
Status give the Council their views on the status of Eastern Galicia. 

astern a icia Patek replied that they would be glad if they could first 

obtain the new draft \vhich had been submitted to the Council. 

M. PiCHON explained that the Council wished to know their feeling on the 
general question. 

!\I, Patek said that M. Paderewski and M. Dmowski had already had 
occasion to speak to the Council on the status of Galicia, He wished to add 
several general words on the proposal under discussion, as ^vell as on the 
impression which its adoption would certainly create in Poland. Until the 
present time. Eastern Galicia had formed an integral part of Poland. Even 
during the partition Eastern Galicia had not been separated from the Polish 
provinces annexed to Austria. At the present time Poland was being offered 
a mandate for a territory which had never ceased to belong to it. Poland had 
indeed been told that the terms of this mandate were especially favourable; 
nevertheless, it meant separating Eastern Galicia from Poland. hen Spitz 
and Orava were under consideration it was a question of territories belonging 
to Hungary w^hich had not formed a pan of the former Kingdom of Poland. 
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Furthermore, the Poles had had to reach an agreement with the Czecho- 
Slovaks. But in Eastern Galicia they had no opponents. In fact, opposition 
could not be predicated of the Ukraine, which had no real existence, nor of 
Russia, which had no concern with Eastern Galicia. Therefore, if Eastern 
Galicia were no longer to be directly attached to Poland, the unanimous 
impression in his country would be that the Allies were taking away a pro- 
vince which belonged to Poland, and which was claimed by no other Govern- 
ment. Three days from that time Lemberg would celebrate the anniversary 
of its liberation from the Ukrainian yoke. Was he then to be told that a city 
in whose defence all classes of the population had freely shed their blood, was 
no longer on Polish soil? On the very day when celebrations would be held 
in honour of those who had heroically fallen in the streets of Lemberg, would 
it be announced in Paris that they had fallen on soil foreign to Poland? The 
Polish army was at that very time opposing the Bolsheviks. Was it not to be 
feared that that Army would become demoralized if it suddenly learned that 
the city for which it had fought, that the territory which it had freed, were 
no longer to be considered as belonging to Poland? If the Polish troops got 
the impression that their leaders had deceived them when telling them a year 
ago that they were fighting in defence of Polish territory, it was to be feared 
that they would again believe themselves deceived when they were told that 
the Bolsheviks were the enemy to be fought. The objection indeed was made 
to the Polish argument that the population of Eastern Galicia was mixed and 
that hatred existed between Ruthenians and Poles. His reply was that in 
Eastern Galicia the proportion of mixed marriages was more than 35%. 
How could one speak of hatred under these conditions? The conclusion was 
inevitable that selfish intrigues of neighbouring countries and Austrian, and 
especially German money, which had sown seeds of discord in Eastern 
Galicia, were responsible for the bloody conflicts of recent times. It had been 
proven that Ruthenian agitators prior to the war had received money from 
German sources. That question had been brought up in the Reichstag and 
in the Parliament at Vienna, and no denial had been made of the specific 
facts adduced at that time. He recalled that the Germans had played a 
prominent part in the conflict which ravaged Eastern Galicia, and that, in 
many cases, Ukrainian troops had been commanded by German officers. 
At the time when he spoke all conflict had ceased and calm had returned in 
Eastern Galicia. The representatives of the Western nations found it difficult 
to appreciate the conditions existing in countries possessing less culture than 
theirs. The Ukrainian and Polish peasants had fought without being too 
clear as to the reasons therefor. While he spoke they were once more work- 
ing shoulder to shoulder and living in perfect harmony. He also wished to 
present geographical considerations of great weight. Free access to the sea 
was a necessity for Poland. It did indeed reach the sea at Dantzig but only 
by a narrow corridor which was constantly threatened by Germany. It was 
essential for Poland to obtain access to the Black Sea through Roumania, and 
possession of Eastern Galicia was vital from that point of view. He wished to 
add a word on the internal situation. The Diet at Warsaw had unanimously 
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voted that there could be no Poland "Aitho' 
from his intention tc ^vish to use Poland’s in 
the Allied and Associated Po^vers must nr 
opinion of the Polish people iiad to be consic 
obliged to declare in parliament that he 
would take Eastern Galicia from Poland. If 


ut Eastern Galicia, It was far 
nernal situation as a threat hut 
tderstand that the unanimous 
ered. hi. Paderet/sid had been 
^xulu not sign a Trear/ tvhitk 
the solution of a mandate were 


imposed upon Poland. Paderewski’s cabinet would ha’:e to resign: tloe Polish 
army, ill fed, ill clothed, engaged in a severe struggle against the Bolshetistu 
would be threatened with demoralizaticn. The Polish pecple. nnally. v;ould 
not understand how its Allies could have taken from :: Galicia which had 
always formed part of Poland and which no one tvas claiming. I: was 
important that the Council should realize the gravit}* of the situation in 
Poland; on one side Bolshevism, on the other, German revcludon. In the 
interior a threatened famine. The Polish army was strong and P.oland 
counted on it as an element of order. If the Army became demoraized 
Poland’s situation would become most serious and it would be threatened 
with extinction. That would be a catastrophe whicn Vv*ou:d certamiV nave 
an effect on the situation of the western Powers. The only solution "vas to 
allow Eastern Galicia to become an autonomous province of Poland, subject 
if necessaiy', to an effective international control. Any other solution would 
entail consequences for Poland which were greatly to be dreaded. 

M. Grabsk.1 desired to add a few words to what M. Patek had said in order 
to show the Council the serious economic results for Eastern Galicia of any 
solution which would not make it an integral part of Poland. The situation 
in Eastern Galicia was in no way comparable to that of other regions which 
had suffered damages by the war. By \irtue of the Treaty the Allied and 
Associated Powers were entitled to reparation for damages caused by the war, 
pro\’ided that they had taken part in the struggle on the side of the Entente. 
The countries which during the whole war had been part of Austro- 
Hungar\^, which was the case of Eastern Galicia, had no legal right 
to any reparation. Eastern Galicia, however, was one of the regions 
which had suffered the most. It had been devastated successively by the 
Russians, Austrians and Ukrainians. If to these devastations, estimated at 

22.000. 000.000 cro\Mis, were added the loss resulting from the depreciation 
of Austrian currency, the economic situation in Eastern Galicia would be 
seen to be desperate. Out of 2,500,000 hectares of agricultural land, 

2.000. 000 hectares were not under cultivation. If left to its own resources 
Eastern Galicia would be unable to bear the burden placed upon it. It had 
a vital need of the help of all Poland. Poland had not waited for Eastern 
GaHcia to be given it to come to the help of its inhabitants which it justly 
considered brothers. Although Poland itself lacked ly^e and wheat and had 
had to solicit the help of the United States she had not hesitated to share her 
meagre resources with Eastern Galicia. If the solution of a Mandate pre- 
vailed, separate liabilities would have to be established which Eastern Galicia 
could not meet. France, which so admirably understood the duty of national 
solidarity towards its devastated regions, must understand that Galicia could 
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only exist with the support of the remainder of Poland. Galicia's resources 
in petroleum would not suffice to amortize the numerous sums which would 
have to be advanced if its economic rehabilitation were to be made possible. 
The situation of Eastern Galicia had been compared with that of Austria, 
but it had been forgotten that there was still large fortunes in Austria and 
that Austria had not been devastated by the war. Any solution which would 
paralyse Poland in the work of rehabilitation she had undertaken in Galicia 
would be disastrous to the economic future of that province. 

M. Patek said that the Poles had been told that there was little difference 
between a long term mandate given to Poland over Galicia and an annexa- 
tion pure and simple of that province to Poland. In reality the difference was 
considerable, especially if account were taken of the fact that four plebiscites 
had already been imposed upon Poland, which had not failed to have a de- 
pressing effect on Polish public opinion. In conclusion he wished to point 
out that Poland was not asking her Allies to give her anything at all; she was 
only asking not to be deprived of the territory which she considered belonged 
to her as of right, 

(At this point M. Grabski and M. Patek left the room.) 

M, PicHON asked whether any member of the Council thought that the 
\iews just expressed by the Polish Delegates necessitated a change in the con- 
clusions already reached by the Council. 

M. DE Martino was struck by M. Patek's observations on the necessity of 
a territorial connection between Poland and Roumania through Eastern 
Galicia. He did not propose, however, to reopen the discussion. 

M. Laroche read and commented upon the report of the Committee on 
Polish Affairs dated November 20th (see Appendix F®). The Commission 
had been unanimous on all the articles considered, except on the second 
paragraph of article 2, where the majority of the Commission had proposed 
to insert after the words, 'The Council of the League of Nations’, the words, 
'deciding by a majority of votes’. 

M. PiGHON pointed out that according to the covenant of the League of 
Nations the general rule was that a decision should be by unanimous vote, 
but that when it was a question of the status of certain territories in analogous 
circumstances — ^like that of the Sarre — a majority of votes sufficed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to point out that he had had some difficulty in 
inducing his Government to make the concessions which had finally rendered 
a unanimous agreement possible. If the question had to be reopened he 
could not be responsible for the consequences. That was why he preferred 
to abide by the text proposed by the British Delegation which, moreover, 
corresponded to that which had been adopted at a meeting of the Council. 

Ivl. Laroche said that there might be serious disadvantages if the opposi- 
tion of a single power could render impossible the adoption of a measure 

^ This appendix is lacking in the original. The text of the report has been supplied from 
the official record of the proceedings of the Commission on Polish Affairs, and is printed 
as appendix F. 
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agreed upon by all the other Pov-.'ers represented in the Gouncii of the League 
of Nations. 

Sir Eyre Cro^n'E said that as the other Delegations ’^^*ere favourable :o a 
mandate of unspecified duration, he could not see t*.'hy they sloould feel the 
adoption of the principle of a unanimous \'o:e to be d ^mgerous. 

M. PiCHOX remarked that possibly in 25 years Germany 7,0 uld be repre- 
sented on the Council of the League of Nations. He asked :: :: c uid not b e 
dangerous to give Germany the possibility' of preventing the unanimtus 'aHI 
of the Allied and Associated Powers from taking effect. 

Sir Eyre Crowe repeated that he was most reluctant to reopen that 
question. K^Ioreover he pointed out that an agreement had been reached by 
the Council on the text presented by the British Delegation. It v;as on tine 
Commission's own initiative that the question had again come before the 
Council at a time when it had a right to consider it nnaiiy settled. 

Mr. "White said that he could not agree with Sir Eyre Crowe’s arguments. 
He felt that it was after all a question which concerned Poland rather than 
Great Britain. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired if it was not the American Delegation itself 
which had insisted that the question of a mandate should receh'e a permanent 
rather than a pro\'isional setdement. 

Mr. White sadd that he was informed by his experts that this interpreta- 
tion of the attitude of the American Delegation was not exact. 

M. Laroche explained that the text referred back to the Commission by 
the Supreme Council was open to re\Tsion. The jurists had brought up the 
question of the procedure to be followed by the Council of the League of 
Nations. Moreover, it should be noted that there was a great difference 
between a mandate of unlimited duration and a mandate perpetually re- 
newed. If the Poles had been offered a mandate of unlimited duration their 
objections would have probably been much weaker. The attitude of the 
British Delegation did not seem to him entirely logical. That Delegation had 
insisted that the mandate be open for revision at the end of 10 years, it 
should, therefore, not favour a solution which would make any modification 
in the existing situation very difficult. 

Sir Eyre Crowce thought that the arguments advanced by ]M. Laroche 
ran counter to the resolution pre\iousiy adopted by the Council. 

!M. PiCHOX said that he favoured the point of view of the majority of the 
Commission but in order to arrive at an agreement he was ready to support 
the text proposed by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

'Mr. White stated that he was obliged to maintain his point of view and he 
asked M. Pichon to call upon Dr. Bowman who had some additional informa- 
tion to give. 

Dr. Bowvlax thought that it would be well to define clearly the American 
Delegation’s point of view, which did not seem to have been entirety under- 
stood. The statements of the American Delegates on the Commission of 
Polish Affairs showed that they had desired a mandate of unlimited duration. 
On the other hand the British Delegation wished the mandate to be open for 
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revision at the end of lo years. Bf way of compromise a term of 25 years 
was agreed upon^ and this had been accepted by the Council. When the 
question had come back to the Commission a further question had arisen as 
to the procedure to be followed by the Council of the League of Nations. 
Thar was an entirely different question from the previous one, and one on which 
no agreement had as yet been reached. If a unanimous vote was necessary^ a 
single nation, possibly Germany, could prevent the opinion of all the Allies 
from taking effect. If what was aimed at was to reserve the possibility of 
taking Galicia from Poland, in the event of the latter committing abuses, it 
was necessary' to pro\'ide for a decision to be reached by a majority vote. 
That would constitute a sufficient guarantee. On the contrary, if a unanimous 
vote was required, that w^ould mean practically giving Poland a free hand. 
The idea of a majority vote was perfecdy consistent with the idea previously 
expressed when asking that the mandate should be of unlimited duration. 
In both cases it had been desired to ensure to the League of Nations an 
effective control over the mandatory power. The original proposition of the 
American representative on the Commission on Polish Affairs was that at any 
time the Council of the League of Nations, deciding by a majority vote, 
could revise the mandate. 

M. PiCHON said that Dr. Bowman’s arguments only strengthened the 
opinion he had already expressed, but in consideration of the attitude of 
the British Delegation, which had already made numerous concessions, he 
remained inclined to support Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposition. 

M. BE Martino said that he was likewise disposed to support Sir Eyre 
Crowe’s proposition, always provided that a unanimous agreement could be 
reached on that very day. Personally he remained cominced that the solu- 
tion of the majority of the Commission was preferable and he retained his 
freedom of action if the United States maintained its point of view. 

Mr. White asked if the question could not again be referred to the Com- 
mission, which should try to reach an agreement. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that that would mean reopening the whole 
question. 

M. Laroche pointed out that the Commission had already tried in vain 
to reach an agreement and he did not believe that a further discussion would 
succeed. 

Mr. White asked to have until the following day to think the matter over. 
He felt that the question under discussion involved the very principle of the 
solution to be reached, and that that principle might become of vital impor- 
tance. It would have seemed to him more natural for an agreement to be 
reached in favour of the majority point of view, rather than that the majority 
should abandon its original point of view to agree with the ideas of a single 
Delegation. A very dangerous situation would be created if Germany might 
become a possible arbitrator of the decisions of the Allied and Associated 
Powers in such a grave question. 

M. PiGHON said that for practical reasons, in view of the necessity of reach- 
ing a conclusion, and of the fact that the attitude of the British Government 
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did not seem likely to be modified, he hoped that the Ccuncil cjuIc a: 
on the follovting day on the text proposed by the British Deiegadon. 

The discussion of this question tvas adjourned until the foiiov 
meeting.; 


ee 



7, At the request of Mr. White this question %vas adjourne: 
_ , _ , question relative to the request o: the pv 

negotiations benv^een Poland a: 
tiaiioKs u'ith regard so questions relative to the execution cl 
the relciions beiuseen \"ersaiiles be transferred to Paris. 


Poland and Danzig he 
iransf erred from Warsaw 
to Paris 


as v.'ell as iloe 
hh Delegation 





(The Meeting then adjourned. j 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

Paris, fi'ovember 20, igig. 


Appendix A to Xo. 27 

Telegram fram Sir George Clerk io ike Supreme Council 


BUDAPEST, Xcz ember ij, 

No. 9. 

With reference to my telegram Xo. 7 of November 13.^ 

A meeting of the Government and the Opposition took place at five o'clock this 
evening at my house on Friedrich’s m\itation. I think that he intended that this 
conference should end in a deadlock and this would have occurred had I not called 
about fort\’ representative Hungarians to a meeting at my house at 3 p.m. today. 
This meeting lasted five hours. I began by making a plain-spoken and full state- 
ment of the present situation in Hungary' as it appeared to me and those present 
reached the general conclusion that Friedrich must cease to be Prime ^Minister. 
The Committee of Ten meet again at my house tomorrow, but great progress 

has, in my opinion, been made today. 


Appendix E to Xo. 27 

Conference de la PAix 

Comite d’Organisation de !a Commission des Reparations. 

PARIS, le 14 mvembre, igrg. 

390 C.R. 

Sir; 

The Supreme Council decided by resolution of October 7, 1919 that a sub- 
Commission of the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission 
should be constituted at Vienna.^ 


7 No. 23, appendix B. 
II B b 
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The Sub-Commission has submitted an unanimous report, which has been care- 
fully considered by the Organization Committee. 

The main recommendation of the Sub-Commission is in effect the advance to 
Austria of S 1 00,000,000.00, to cover the supply of such foodstuffs and coal as will 
be required by Austria during the next six months. This advance, together with 
the sum of §48,000,000.00, advance[d] by the Allies during the last twelve months, 
would be consolidated into a single loan, to be secured by the total assets and bv 
the present and future revenues, of the Austrian Republic, — the administration of 
both assets and revenues being entrusted to the Reparations Commission. It would 
be the duty of the latter during the next six months to formulate and put into 
operation a programe for the economic and financial reconstruction of Austria. 

If attention be confined to the financial aspect of the problem with which the 
Organization Committee is more particularly concerned, it is clear that the sum 
of $100,000,000.00, w’hich is estimated as required as capital, cannot be pro\ided 
by Austria itself; it follow’s that the funds must be directly advanced by one or more 
of the Allied and Associated Pow’ers. 

Recommendations of this scope raise questions w’hich it is not within the com- 
petence of the Organization Committee to determine. They can, therefore, only 
submit them for the most immediate consideration and decision by the govern- 
ments concerned. 

It is quite clear that the respective powers themselves must decide whether to 
grant the loan, and whether the terms of any advances that may be made will 
permit the Reparations Commission to be entrusted with the responsibility con- 
templated. 

The Organization Committee desires to express it as their opinion that there is 
no escape from the conclusion that it is only in the institution of a central control- 
ling authority with wide powders over the financial and economic administration 
of Austria that any hope can be found of the salvation of that country. 

If the advances required can be supplied by any one or more of the Allied and 
Associated Powers, and on terms that will permit, it is the sense of the Organization 
Committee that the following plan be adopted: 

That the Austrian Government be authorized to issue certificates of indebtedness 
in an amount to be determined by the Sub-Commission at Vienna, convertible 
into first bonds to be issued pursuant to Article 181 of the Austrian Peace Treaty. 
A portion of these certificates to be given to the British, French and Italian 
Governments as security for all loans or credits heretofore made and to be given 
to the lending governments for all loans and credits hereafter to be made to the 
Austrian Government, in lieu and instead of the Austrian assets now held or about 
to be tziken as security for loans or credits : such assets to be turned over to the 
Sub-Commission at Vienna together with all objects of art, the tobacco 
monopoly and the property of the late Royal and Imperial House, recently 
declared to be Government property, as well as any other liquid assets of the 
Austrian Government. All assets so turned over to be held by the Sub-Com- 
mission, and so far as available, to be administered by it for the purpose con- 
templated. The other portion of the certificates to be applied from time to time 
by the Sub-Commission in such manner as it may deem proper and necessary 
in the interests of reparation, at the same time assuring to Austria her minimum 
requirements in food, coal and raw materials, as provided by Article 181 of the 
Austrian Treaty of Peace. 

The Organization Committee further recommends that the foregoing plan be 
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communicated at once to the Austrian Gcverrment, and if the Austrian Gcvem- 
ment shall request the Organization Committee zi the Reparations Ctmmissicnj 
in v.-riting, to exercise immediately like pcvrers to thtse ccrierred upon the 
Reparations Commission, and the Austrian Secticn tloeretf by :be AusrrianTreaty 
of Peace, then the Sub-Commission in Vienna shah proceed as fohov/s : 

First: Require the Austrian Government forth**\'ith to prohibit by la’ ; the sale^ 
transfer, or disposal, outside of Austria or to other than Austrian Nationals, of 
any assets of the country, either publicly or privately ovmed, tdth :ut the C'tnsent 
of the Sub-Commission at \hcnrja, and to declare vcid any such sales tr transfers 
heretofore made after the signing of the Armistice of November 5, 19:8, t^tthcu: 
the consent of the Austrian Government. 

Second: To prepare forth\\ith and put into immediate operation a nnancial 
plan along the lines indicated in this report, in order to preser\*e Austria's assets 
for reparation, and assure to Austria a minimum supply of food, cc^al and ra' ; 
materials. 

Third: To exercise forthwith such control over the collection and expenditure 
of all taxes, customs and revenues of the Austrian Government as to the Com- 
mission shall appear necessary and desirable. 

Fourth: To commend [? commence] the study forthuidth of the economic and 
financial conditions of Austria, and to prepare compreher.sive plans for her 
rehabilitation, to the end that the reparation contemplated by the Amsmian 
Treaty may be forthcoming. 

There is appended for transmission to the Governments concerned a copy cf the 
report of the Sub-Commission at Vienna,^ above referred to. 

I am, etc- 
Mauclere, 

The President of the Supreme Council President of the 

of the Allied and Associated Powers. Organization Committee of the 

Reparations Commission. 

’ Not printed. This report dated November 4, i gig, to which were annexed statistical 
data illustrating the economic position of Austria, concluded with the following summary of 
recommendations : 

■ I . The pro\’ision of 30,000 tons of food immediately.’ (In this connexion the report had 
stated: ‘The failure of the neighbouring states to deliver foodstuffs contracted for by 
Austria and the difficulties of obtaining and transporting food supplies within Austria itself 
have brought Vienna, w’hich constitutes about half the total population, to the brirk of 
starv^ation. On Wednesday, October 29th, the Austrian Food Controller reported to the 
Sub-Commission that there w’ere no brcadsrufis whatever in hand in \’ienna as they ted 
all been distributed as rations for the current week which ended the following Monday, 
while of fats, meat or any other foodstuffs controlled by the Government tney had nothing. 
There is no reason to 'doubt the accuracy of this statement. At the same time it should be 
mentioned that on October 29th there were in transit from Trieste breadstuff supplies which, 
if duly delivered, would ration Vienna to November 1 1 th. The gravity of the position lies 
in the probable recurrence of these acute shortages and the impossibility of relying upon 
railway deliveries. Existing food contracis are executed partially or not at all, the contract 
with the Serbs, already a heavy drain on Austrian fi na n ce, is at the moment completely 
stopped, the Serbs wishing to impose an exportation tax of 40%. Food furnished by con- 
tract with the Argentine and m route from Rotterdam is momentarily held by the Germans 
at Mannheim.’) 

‘2. The provision of an additional 200,000 tons per month of coal.’ (In this connexion 
the report ted stated: ‘It has been found impossible to provide with any regularity the 
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Appendix F to No. 27^ 

Rapport de la Commission des Affaires polonaises au Conseil Supreme, 

Document i 

Statut de la Gcdicie orientale 

La Commission des Affaires polonaises, d’accord avec le Comite de redaction, 
a apporte aux articles deja adoptfe du Statut de la Galicie orientale les change- 
ments rendus necessaires a la suite de la decision du Conseil supreme a la date du 
1 1 novembre.^® 

Les deux Commissions en ont fixe le texte tel qu’il figure ci-apres {voir Annexe).” 

Toutefois une divergence de \’ues s’est produite en ce qui conceme Particle 2. 

Les Delegations americaine, frangaise, italienne et japonaise proposent qu’a 
Fexpiration du mandat de 25 annees donne a la Pologne sur la Galicie orientale, 
le Conseil de la Societe des Nations ait pleins pouvoirs, statuant a la majoritSy pour 
maintenir ou modifier le present Traite. 

La Delegation britannique formule une reserve en ce qui concerne les mots 
statuant a la majorite des voix ajoutes a Farticle 2, alinea 2, du Traite, pour indiquer 
dans quelles conditions le Conseil de la Societe des Nations, a Fexpiration de la 
periode de vingt-cinq ans prevue par cet article, pourra maintenir, reviser ou 
changer le statut de la Galicie orientale. La Ddegation britannique fait remarquer 
que le Conseil supreme, n’ayant pas decide, quand il a examine cet article 2, que 
le Conseil de la Societe des Nations statuerait a la majorite des votes, a par la 
meme decide que ce vote devrait 6tre acquis a Funanimite. Cette decision est 
partie integrante du reglement d’ensemble tel qu*il a ete adopte par le Conseil. 
Dans ces conditions, la Delegation britannique ne s’estime pas autorisee a accepter 
la modification proposee. 

PARIS, so novembre, ^ 9 ^ 9 - 

meagre ration of 7 Idlos — say 15 lbs. — of coal per week for each family in Vienna, where the 
use of gas and electricity is now far more stringently restricted than it was in London at 
any time during the war. The consequent suffering, now that the first snow has come, is 
intense. It is almost inconceivable to think that as the cold becomes more acute the popu- 
lation of Vienna will continue to maintain their present helpless apathy, or that they are 
likely to exhibit the hardihood necessary to withstand the ordeal of semi-starvation com- 
bined with the misery of having no coal for warmth or cooking.’) 

3* The Mahrisch Ostrau Goal Sub-Commission to be attached as Sub-Commission to 
Vienna Reparations Sub-Commission. 

‘4. Credits for fertilisers. 

5* [Aj Railway Section to be attached to Vienna Sub- Commission with power to guard 
and control all railways of late Austro-Hungarian Empire, both state and privately owned. 

6. Inter-AUied Danube Co mmis sion to be similarly attached to Vienna Reparations 
Sub-Commission. 

7. Loan of 100,000,000 dollars for six months to provide food and coal. 

8. Consolidation of existing 48 million dollars loan with the 100,000,000 dollar loan. 

9. Appointment of a special Inter-AUied Commission under the Vienna Reparations 
Sub-Commission for administrating revenues given as security for the Consolidated Loan. 

Appointment of Commission of bankers and finanrial experts to study and devise 
a plan for the definitive reconstruction of Austrian finance.* 

*** See No. 19, minute 7. n Document 2 below. 
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Document 2 
Aj:r,ex£ ari Rcit:n‘“ 

Les Etats-Unis d\\merique,aTmpire Britaimicuej la FranceiTItalie-et le Japsn,, 
Principales Puissances alliees et assccices. et *a Polosne, 

Soucieux de mettre fin au ccnfiit inalheureux qu:. pendant Ians::en:nS; a desole 
ia Galicie orientale, et d’etablir dans ce pa}.*s un re'gime cu: de'/ra en assurer, 
autant que possible, Tautonomie et sauvegarder les libtrtes indi'dduelles, polfdques 
et religieuses de ses habitants: 

Considerant que la^ Fologne est aujourd'hui, de I’avis des Principales Puissances 
alliees et associees, I’Etat ie mieux qualifie pour restaurer un Gouvernenoent libre 
et bien ordonne en Galicie orientale; 

Et d^irant conclure un Traiie a cette fci; 

Ont nomine pour leurs Plenipotentiaires. savoir: 


Lesqueis. apres avoir echange leurs pleins pouvoirs. reconnus en bonne et due 
forme, ont convenu des stipulations sui\-antes: 


Chapitre 

STATUT DE LA GALICIE ORIEXTALE 


Article i®* 

Les Principales Puissances alliees et associees donnent a la Pologne, et la Pologne 
accepte le mandat d’organiser et de gouverner pendant une periode de \’ingt-cinq 
ans la panic ci-dessous definie des anciens ‘Kronlander' autrichiens de Galicie et 
de Bukoxine, qui constitueront le territoire autonome de Galicie orientale. 

A. A VOuesi: 

Du point de [?ou] I’ancienne frontiere entre FAutriche-Hongrie et la Russie 
rencontre la limite administrative orientale de la commune de Belzec et vers le 
Sud-Ouest: 

cette limite administraiive; 

puis la limite administrative entre les cercles [Poliiische Bezirke) de Cieszano'^v a 
FCDuest et de Rawa-Ruska a FEst; 

puis vers ie Sud-Ouest la limite administrative entre les cercles de Gieszanow et 
Jawarow, tout en coupant le saillant forme autour du village de Lipowiec par une 
ligne a determiner sur le terrain passant a 2 kilometres environ au Nord de cette 
localite; 

puis vers le Sud la limite administrative entre les cercles de Jaroslau et de 
Przemysl a F Quest et de Jaworow, Mosciska, Sambor et de Stary-Sambor succes- 
sivement a FEst; 

puis vers le Sud et jusqu’au saillant a i kilometre au Sud-Est de la cote 519 
(Radycz) : 

la limite administrative entre les cercles de Dobromil et Stary-Sambor; 

Xote in original: “Le texte reproduit ne comprend que les parties modifi^; le re&te 
du texte est identique au projet de ia page 245*: i.e. the draft printed in Vol. I, No. 61, 
appendix G. 

13 Thus ia original. 
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de la vers le Sud-Ouest et jusqu’au saiilant de cette limite administrative a 
15 Kilometres emdron au Sud-Ouest de Ch\TOw et a 2 kilometres environ au 
Sud-Est de la cote 733 : 

une ligne a determiner sur ie terrain coupant le chemin de fer Ghyrow-Sambor 
a 2 kilometres environ a TEst de Ch>TOw et puis suivant la ligne de partage des 
eaux entre les bassins du Strvviaz et du Dniester; 

de la vers le Sud et jusqu’au point de rencontre avec la frontiere de Tfitat tcheco- 
siovaque, a 2 kilometres environ au Sud de la cote 1335 (Kalicz); 

la limi te a dmin istrative entre les cercles de Dobromil et Liska a F Quest et de 
Star^'-Sambor et Turka a FEst. La jfrontiere s’ecarte toutefois de ces limites en 
deux points oti le trace sera a determiner sur le terrain: 

a) lorsque la limite administrative passe a FOuest de la route de Ghirow a 
Lutowiska de fagon a laisser cette route entierement en territoire polonais; 

b) aux emirons de la localite de Bobrka^ de facon a laisser cette localite en 
territoire polonais. 


B. Au Sud-Ouest: 

Du point ci-dessus defini jusqu’a son point de rencontre avec la limite de 
Bukovine : 

Fancienne frontiere entre la Galicie et la Hongrie. 

Le point 1655, qui est le point des Carpathes commun aux bassins des trois 
rivieres Tisza, \'’isso et Gzeremosz, est le point de rencontre des trois frontieres de 
Galicie orientale, du territoire nithene de Ffitat tcheco-slovaque et de la Roumanie. 


C. AuSud-Esi: 

Du point ci-dessus defini et vers le Nord-Est et jusqu’a son point de rencontre 
avec la limite entre les cercles de Horodenka et Sniatyn, an kilometres environ au 
Sud-Est d’Horodenka: 

Fancienne frontiere entre la Galicie et la Bukovine; 

de la vers le Nord-Est et jusqu’en un point a choisir sur le cours du Dniester, 
k 2 kilometres environ en aval de Zaleszczyki: 

une ligne a determiner sur le terrain passant par les cotes 239, 312 et 317; 
de la et jusqu’au point oil Fancienne frontiere entre FAutriche-Hongrie et la 
Russie se detache vers le Nord a environ 3 kilometres a FOuest de Jvanets : 
le cours principal du Dniester vers Faval. 


D. A VEst et au Nord: 

Du point ci-dessus defini sur le Dniester jusqu'au point de rencontre avec la 
limite administrative orientale de la commune de Belzec: 

Fancienne frontiere entre FAutriche-Hongrie et la Russie. 

Une Gommission composee de six membres, dont cinq seront nommes par les 
Principales Puissances alliees et associees et un par la Pologne, sera constituee dans 
les quinze jours qui suivront la mise en vigueur du present Traite, pour fixer sur 
place le trace des limites ci-dessus prevues a la fixation desquelles il n’avait pas deja 
pourvu par ailleurs. Les decisions de la Commission seront prises a la majorite des 
voix etant entendu que le President aura droit, en cas de partage de voix, a 
feieitre un second vote; ces decisions seront obligatoires pour les parties interessees. 
Les frais en seront preleves sur les revenus de la Galicie orientale. 
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Article 2 


Texte propose par les 
Delegations des jSiatS’-Unis d^Amiriquey 
de la France, de V Italic et du Japan. 

La Pologne accepte d'accomplir sous 
le controle de la Societe des Nations et 
dans les conditions stipulees au present 
Traite le mandat pre\Ti a Tarticle 
A Fexpiration de la periode de 125 ans^ 
le Conseil de la Societe des Nations, 
statuant d la majoriie des toix, aura pleins 
pouvoirs de maintenir, reviser ou 
changer le statut defini par le present 
Traite. 


Texte prcpssi 

par la Delegation de PEmpire Brifannique. 

La Polcgne accepte d’acconiplir sous 
le controle de la Societe des Nations et 
dans les conditions stipulees au oresent 
Traite le mandat pre^ni a Farticle i-‘. 

A Fexpiraticn de la pericde de 25 ans, 
ie Conseil de la Societe des Nations aura 
pleins pouvoirs de maintenirj re\'iser ou 
changer le statut defini par le present 
Traite. 


Article 12 


:3 


10° Questions agraires; 

11° Toutes autres matieres, pour lesquelles la Diete de Pologne lui aura attribuc 
competence. 


Article 13 

(i^ alinia sans changement.) 

En ce qui conceme les lois relatives a Tinstruction publique dans les etablisse- 
ments d’enseignement secondaire et superieur, le veto du Gouverneur sera absolu. 

Toutefois, si une disposition legislative agraire, apr« avoir ete arretce par 
le veto du Gouverneur, est, dans le delai d’un an, votee de nouveau par la Diete 
a la majorite des deux tiers, la question sera immediatement soumise par le 
Gouvernement polonais au Conseil de la Societe des Nations. Celui-cx decidera, a la 
majorite des suffrages, de Taction a poursuivre et des ordres a donner, suivant 
qu’ii estimera utile et convenable en la circonstance. 


33 


Article 22 

Les affaires ressortissant a la Diete de Galicie orientale conformement a Tarticle 
12, seront dirigees par des !Ministres nommes par le Gouverneur et responsablcs a 
cet egard devant la Diete. Gelle-ci fixera le nombre, les fonctions et le traitement 
de ces Ministres. 


13 


Article 33 

(r"' alinea sans changement.) 

Pendant la durde du regime etabli par le present Traite, ies biens vises a Tarticle 
32 ne pourront etre alienes, ni grevfe de charges dont Teffet depasserait la duree 
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dudit regime; dans le cas oil un statut nouveau serait etabli, conformement a 
Tarticle 2, les baux, qui depasseraient cette duree, cesseront d’etre en vigueur trois 
ans apres retablissement de ce statut, s’ils n’ont pas ete expressement confirmes 
pendant ce delai. Toutefois, cette stipulation n’empechera en rien, de disposer de 
ces biens en \’ue de raccomplissement de la reforme agraire ou de travaux reconnus 
d^utilite publique. 

'Dernier alinea sans changement) 


Article 34 

Les adjonctions aux biens domaniaux ou aux biens affectes a des services publics 
seront administrees conformement aux dispositions des articles 32 et 33; elles 
donneront lieu a Tetablissement d’un compte a regler dans le cas et au moment ou 
un nouveau statut de la Galicie orientale serait etabli, conformement a Tarticle 2. 


Article 38 

La legislation sur le service militaire, en vigueur en Pologne, pourra etre 
appliquee par la Pologne en Galicie orientale, sous la reserve que le contingent 
ainsi recrute formera des unites speciales qui, en temps de paix, tiendront garnison 
en Galicie orientale et seront a la disposition du Gouvemement polonais, en temps 
de guerre, pour la defense du territoire national. 


13 

Le present Traite, redige en fran^ais, en anglais et en italien, et dont le texte 
frangais fera foi, en cas de divergence, sera ratifie. II entrera en vigueur en mdme 
temps que le Traite de paix av^ec I’Autriche. 

Le depot de ratification sera effectue a Paris. 

Les Puissances dont le Gouvemement a son siege hors d’Europe auront la 
faculte de se bomer a faire connaitre au Gouvemement de la Republique frangaise, 
par leur Representant diplomatique a Paris, que leur ratification a ete donnee et, 
dans ce cas, elles devront en transmettre I’instrument aussitot que faire se pourra. 

Un proces-verbal de depot de ratification sera dresse. 

Le Gouvemement fran9ais remettra a toutes les Puissances signataires une copie 
conforme du proces-verbal de depot de ratification. 

En foi de quoi les Plenipotentiaires susnommes ont signe le present Traite. 

Fait a Paris, le . - en un seul exemplaire qui restera depose dans les archives 
du Gouvemement de la Republique frangaise et dont les expeditions authentiques 
seront remises a chacune des Puissances signataires du Traite, 
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No. 28 


H.D. 98.] Xotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fite Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^ s Room^ Quai d'Orsay. Paris, on Friday. 
Xovember 21^ igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: US. A.: Hon. Henry White; secretary. Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir E\Te Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xorman, 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasia, M. Berthelot. 'SL de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: tsL de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: !M- Matsui; secretary, 1M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: US. A.: Gapt, B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

US.A.: Admiral McCully, U.S.N., Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. IV. Dulles. 

Mr. Buckler, Lieut.-Gommander L. B. Green, U.S.X. 

British Empire: Captain Fuller, R.N., Lieut.-Colonel Kisch, Mr. E. H. 

Carr, Air. Forbes-Adam, Air. H. \V. Alalkin. 

France: AI. Laroche, AI. Hermiite, AI. Serruys, AI. Fromageot, AI. de 
Alontiile. 

Italy: AI. Galli, AI. Stranieii, M. Pilotti, AI. Trombetti. 

Japan: AI. Shigemitsu, AI. Nagaoka. 


I . AI. Gambon said that the British and American Delegations would make 


Status of 
Eastern Galicia 


known their \iew’s on the text of Article II of the Eastern 
Galician Treaty. 

AIr. White summarized the American point of \ie\v fsee 


Appendix A). He added that he had thought it ad\isable to do so as at the 


preceding meeting the impression seemed to have been conveyed that the 


American position on the question w^as illogical. 

Sir Eyre Crowe repeated that he could not change his attitude, and if 
the Council decided otherwise he w^ould have to refer the question to his 


Government. 


AI. Gambon said it w^as important to come to a decision on this vital matter 
and that he hoped the Council would give its decision at that meeting. As 
the Council had adopted Sir Eyre Crowe’s views, he ^vould ask Air. White 
whether he could not modify his conclusions. 


AIr. White then read an alternative text w^hich he suggested be inserted 


in place of the present second paragraph of Article II of the Eastern Galicia 
Treaty: ‘At the expiration of* twenty-five years the Principal Allied and 
Associated Pow’ers, or the Council of the League of Nations, to whom the 


Pow’ers may delegate their rights under this Treaty, shall have full power to 
maintain, re\Tse or change the status of the present Treaty’. He thought this 
text w^ould meet the objection that the requirement of unanimous decision 
of the Council of the League of Nations might render impossible a state 
favourable to Poland through the ultimate opposition of Russia in Eastern 
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Galicia; and further that a second objection would be made [? met], namelv 
[?that] which might arise from the provision forcing upon the entire League 
of Nations the responsibilities of a Treaty concluded by the Five Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Ca^ibon asked whether this proposed new text met with the approval 
of the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the modified text still raised debatable questions 
and that he would have to present it for the approval of his Government. At 
the end of twenty-five years it still gave to Poland no voice on the final 
decision of its affairs. 

Mr. White remarked that he still feared that a Power hostile to Poland 
might change the status of Eastern Galicia. 

M. Berthelot said there was a very sharp difference between the two 
points of view. To effect conciliation he thought that the Council might 
accept the principle of Sir E}Te Growers proposal by leaving it to the League 
of Nations to decide in twenty-five years the procedure which it would apply. 

M. Cajvibon said that, in other words, the Council might state at this time 
that the League of Nations would examine in twenty-five years’ time the 
question of Eastern Galicia, leaving it to the Council of the League of 
Nations to decide whether it would take its decision by a unanimous or a 
majority vote. 

M. Laroche stated that if the procedure to be followed were not specified, 
it was certain that, taking into account the provisions of the Covenant, the 
Council w'ould have to decide by a unanimous vote, and yet twenty-five 
years later the Covenant might have been changed and the procedure applied 
at that time might be different. 

M. Cambon asked Mr. White whether, taking into account Sir Eyre 
Crowe’s firm stand on the question, he did not feel like accepting the point 
of view of the majority. 

Mr. White said he withdrew his objection provided his attitude were 
recorded in the minutes so that in twenty-five years Poland should not con- 
sider America responsible. 

It was decided: 

(1) to accept the text of the Eastern Galicia Treaty as presented by the 

Conunittee on Polish Affairs ; 

(2) that paragraph 2 of Article II should read as foliows : 

^At the expiration of the period of Twenty-five years the Council of the 
League of Nations shall have full powers to maintain, revise, or modify 
the statute as defined by the present Treaty.’ 

2 . 

JRfifiari of the Committee [Not printed]^ 

on Greek Affairs, regard- 
ing Greek administration 
in Smyrna 

^ The Supreme Council considered an undated note from the Commission on Greek 
Afiairs (appendix B in original) arising out of the concluding decision recorded in No. 20, 
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Communication by 

Berthelot of his and 
M. Dutcsta’s interview 
with the German Dele- 
gates 


3. Berthelot sRid M. DutEstsi a.iid himself h^d seen on the prexious dav 
the two German Delegates Herr von. Simson and Baron 
von Lersner. The interview bore on the note sent to the 
German Government as well as the protocol annexed 
thereto.* ^Ir. von Simson spoke practically all the time 
and Baron von Lersner did not take active part in the 
conversation. Mr. Berthelot had emphasized to Herr 
von Simson that he spoke in a personal and not in an ofScial capacity. 
Herr von Simson first raised the question of participation by America* in the 
Commissions on the execution of the Treaty. He had replied that it had been 
decided that America would not be represented finally on any of these 
Commissions until the Senate had ratified the Treaty-, and that this decision 
had been accepted by all the Allies who agreed that the American seats on 
these Commissions, though they remained vacant, would be reserved. 

Herr von Simson then raised questions of detail; first, Memel: he wished 
to know what would be the situation of that city and under what conditions 
it would be occupied by the Allies. He had replied that this was a subject 
which only interested the Allies, and that in any case, the situation of Memel 
would be settled in such a way as not to impose too severe charges on the city-, 
and also the Allies considered that Memel would be incorporated in a new 
State. 

Herr von Simson did not insist and next raised the question of the Sarre. 
To his questions he had replied, without feeling obliged to give him a full 
statement. He had told him that President Wilson had agreed to call the 
first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations, although the Senate 
had not yet ratified the Treaty; he had thought it inadvisable to inform him 
that the Goimcil would settle only the question of ddimitation of the Sarre 


minute i. The Commission reported that it had examined the documents thereby referred 
to it and had heard statements on the subject by General Bunoust and M. Venizelos. The 
Commission requested authorization from the Supreme Council to send a draft telegram 
to the Allied High Commissioners at Constantinople. The Supreme Council approved 
this draft telegram subject to certain amendments proposed by Sir E. Crowe and Mr. 
Wliite such that the final text read: 

‘Reference your telegram 2045. The Supreme Council has entrusted the Co mm ission 
on Greek Claims to examine those questions relative to the Greek Administration in Smyrna 
raised by your telegram referred to above. 

‘In order to study those questions and present its recommendations to the Supreme 
Council, the Commission woxild like to know with certainty the concrete facts of every kind 
which could be considered to have brought about the situation indicated in your telegram, 
especially in the matters of criminal and civil jurisdiction, customs, postal and press censor- 
ship, administration of the port, etc. 

‘You are consequently requested to collate without delay and in agreement with the 
Allied High Commissioners the information fiimished by your representatives at Smyrna 
on the concrete facts specified above, and to submit therewith your observations and if 
necessary your recommendations. You will be good enough to communicate these to Paris 
as early as possible by of a telegram drafted in agreement with your colleagues and 

indicating as far as possible the sources of your information, after having heard the Greek 
High Commissioner at Constantinople upon the whole question.’ 

* See No. 10, appendices B and G. 
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and that the question of sovereignty over that territory would remain in 
abeyance. 

Herr von Simson had then referred to the occupation of Allenstein and 
Marienwerder. He had indicated that articles 95 and 97 of the Treaty did 
not consider the question in the same manner for the two Pro\dnces; for 
Marienwerder the question of the possibility of occupation had been raised, 
which was not the case with Allenstein. That observation had embarrassed 
him somewhat and he had answ’ered that his personal opinion was that it 
seemed possible to occupy both territories and that in any event, the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powders did not intend to impose too heavy 
a burden on those territories. WTien the German Delegates met the Allied 
Commissioners, obser\’ations could be made by the Germans and information 
would be given on those points. Incidentally he had informed him that a 
general meeting of the iUlied and German Delegates would be held the 
following jMonday,3 and that the Allies considered that only questions of 
principle should be raised and the discussion be as succinct as possible in the 
interest of Germany herself. Herr von Simson had agreed on the last point. 

Herr von Simson had then raised the question of the Protocol : he said he 
did not understand the classification adopted by the AlKes to distinguish 
bet-ween the Armistice Clauses partially fulfilled, unfulfilled, and \iolated. 
He had not understood why the Protocol referred only to the Clauses whose 
execution w^as not pro\ided for in the Treaty of Peace. In spite of three 
successive explanations, Herr von Simson professed not to understand. 
Jvir. Berthelot had assured Herr von Simson that the Protocol specified only 
certain Siolations, among others y the Allies did not intend to raise the others. 

The question of the Baltic Pro\inces preoccupied greatly the German 
Delegates : Herr von Simson had asked him whether, if the evacuation was not 
completed at the time the Treaty came into force, the Allies would continue 
the blockade. He had replied that the Allies did consider the question 
with a broad-minded spirit, and that if they had had recourse to a block- 
ade, that was only because satisfaction had not been obtained. In proportion 
as the Allies recognized loyal and honest efforts on the part of Germany to 
expedite the evacuation, the blockade, he thought, would be relaxed. 

M. Berthelot asked whether in that statement he had properly interpreted 
the spirit of the Supreme Council. 

(The Council agreed that he had.) 

M. Berthelot continued that Herr von Simson had discussed the Scapa 
Flow" sinking. M. Dutasta and himself had informed him that they were not 
qualified to discuss the question, but that a written answer should be made 
by the Germans. Thereupon Herr von Simson had stated that the attitude 
of the German Government had been quite correct and that the sinking of 
the German Fleet w-as due to a misinterpretation of facts, namely, that 
Admiral von Reuter had not been notified in due time of the renewal of 
the Armistice. He had given him to understand that whatever interpreta- 
tion Admiral von Reuter put upon the incident, the Fleet at Scapa Flow had 

? November 24, 1919. 
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represented a German asset. That asset had disappeared and the resnonsi- 
bility of the German Gkjvemment remained nn^minisked. As Herr von 
Simson considered that the responsibilin* of the Allies %vas involved, he had 
informed him that the Allies had examined from the technical and polidca! 
points of \iew the question of interning the German Fleet in a neutral port: 
that the experts had explained that such a solution ivas impossible, as no 
neutral port had facilities to receive the German. Fleet. On dte other hand 
neutral Governments had been disinclined to have this resoonsibilin.' placed 
upon them; no Allied Power had wanted to retain the German Fleet, least 
of all the British. He had asked whether it was Herr von Simson’s '•A’ish that 
he should say to the Supreme Council that the German Government denied 
responsibility for the Scapa Flow incident. Herr von Simson refused to 
commit the German Government to that and said that a written explanation 
would be forthcoming. 

After a brief reference to the submarines destroyed in the Xorth Sea and 
on the Spanish coast, Herr von Simson had raised the \itai question, from 
the German point of \iew, of the handing over of guilt\’ indhiduals. He had 
stated that it was materially and morally impossible for the German Govern- 
ment to comply with that demand. To that statement Mr. Berfheloi had 
replied that he was not qualified to discuss the execution of the Peace Treau', 
but that if his personal opinion were asked for, he would say that the whole 
question had been examined by the Allies with the greatest care and that 
they had made every effort to see it fi-om the German point of \iew. He had 
tisked Herr von Simson whether he admitted that crimes had been perpe- 
trated and that the guilty individuals should be punished. Herr von Simson 
agreed as far as to say that the guilty parties should be brought to judgment, 
but only before Germzin tribunals; to which he had replied that the situation 
in that case would be yet more difficult for the German Government. 
Herr von Simson claimed that America, while admitting the principle that 
the guilty individuals should be htmded over, did not insist on their being 
actually delivered up. A'lr. Berthelot replied that he did not know the correct- 
ness of the statement, but that Herr von Simson certainly ought to realize 
that populations which had suffered directly from the war could not have the 
same feeling on that question as those that had not. There were crimes which 
families could not forget and, speaking to him as man to man, he had asked 
him whether, if the German Government considered its duty in a loyal 
spirit, it would not find the difficulties less than it had at first believed. The 
Allies would not be implacable and if they recognized that a sincere effort 
was being made to hand over the guilty individuals, they might not insist on 
the extreme fulfilment of this clause; he had asked whether Herr von Simson 
did not thinV that there would be found German individuals courageous and 
patriotic enough to surrender themselves voluntarily. Herr von Simson did 
not thinl- so and XIr. Berthelot had replied that such would not be the case 
in the Allied cormtries. 

He finally explained to Herr v’on Simson that the Council had fixed 
the deposit of ratifications for December ist but this would only be possible 
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if Germany did not create any difficulty. Germany had had the protocol for 
the last three weeks and if Germany had observations to make she should do 
so immediately; the German Government should not forget that the execu- 
tion of the Treaty would mean the repatriation of her prisoners. 

The Council expressed thanks to M. Berthelot for his very valuable sum- 
maiy*. 

4. Mr. White stated that the Labour Conference at Washington which had 
been unofficial up to that time, wished to know, as it intended 
at wlshing^oT^ adjourn on November 29th, whether the deposit of rati- 
fications w^as set for December ist; in that case the Con- 
ference would hold over until the 2nd or 3rd of December to pass official 
resolutions to confirm the work previously covered unofficially. 

M. Cajvibon replied that December ist had been set and that the fact could 
be officially communicated to the Labour Conference. 

5 - 

Report of ih& Special [Not printed] 

Economic Commission 
regarding the confiscation 
of Greek Orthodox pro^ 
perty in Hungary 

6 . 

Draft answer to the [Not printed]^ 

Danish request regarding 
ike Liquidation of pro^ 
perty of Schleswigers 
residing abroad 

7. (The Council had before it a note of the Drafting Committee (see Ap- 
Report of the Drafting 

Committee relative to the rROMAGEOT read and Commented upon the note. 

Request of the Dutch He said it was for the Council to decide whether it should 
Government for Permis- maintain the terms of the Treaty and the legal position 

swn to Export from already adopted by the Council. 

Germany certain War ^ j • j j 

Material for its Colonies decided : 

that a letter be sent to the Dutch Minister at Paris 
advising him that the Supreme Council maintained that no departure could 
be made from its rule vetoing the export of war material from Germany. 

8 . 

Draft Treaty regarding PNot printed] ^ 

Spitzhergen 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillotiy 
Paris^ November 21^ 1919^ 

^ French texts of this minute and the accompanying appendix D are printed by A. 
Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit., pp. 342—4. 

* M. Laroche Vead and commented’ upon a report from the Spitzbergen Commission^ 
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Appendix A to No, 28 

Summary of American Position Regarding Eastern Galicia 

On June 25th Mr. Lansing introduced into the Council a resolution authorkir.c- 
the Polish military occupation of Eastern Galicia and the establishment of a dvil 
government ‘under a mandate from the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
'ivhich shall be conditioned to preserve as far as possible the autonomy of the terri- 
lory and the poKtical, religious and personal liberties of the inhabitantsh Kis 
resolution further pro\ided ‘that the mandate shall be predicated upon the ulti- 
mate self-determination of the inhabitants of Eastern Galicia as to their polidcal 
ailegiancCa the time for the exercise of such choice to be hereafter fixed by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers or by a body to whom they delegate that 
power’. ^ This proposition was submitted as a compromise between a proposition 
of Mr. Balfour for the appointment of a high commissioner under the mandate of 
the League of Nations and the proposition of Baron Sonnino for the urxonditional 
surrender of East Galicia to Poland. 

On the objection of Sir Eyre Crowe to the word ‘Mandate’ this was stricken 
from Mr. Lansing’s resolution, and the word ‘agreement’ substituted. With this 
exception ?^Ir. Lansing’s resolution was accepted and ser\'ed as the basis upon 
which the Polish Commission drafted its report No. 5" embodying a preliminary' 
draft of the Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and Poland 
establishing an autonomous Eastern Galicia within the Polish State. This draft 
treaty tvas drawn up on the general principle that a popular consultation should 
be held at some period to be determined by the Principal Allied and Aissociated 
Powers ten years after the exchange of ratifications of the treaty regarding Eastern 
Galicia. 

Mr. Lansing’s resolution was introduced into the Council, and the Polish treaty 
was largely prepared, at a timew'hen conditions in Eastern Galicia w’ere exceedingly 
troubled and when civil war between Poles and Ukrainians had hardly ceased. 

"WTien the treaty was considered in the Council tow'ard the end of the month of 
September the situation w’as quite altered. According to reports of reliable and 
thorough observers, Polish occupation had resulted in the complete pacification 
of the country'. The American delegation concluded it w'ould be in the interests 
of peace and quiet to eliminate certain clauses w'hich emphasized the provisional 
nature of the settlement while maintaining the rights of the Ruthenians and the 
principle of an eventual revision of the East Galician settlement in case of need. 
Therefore on September 25th Mr, Polk submitted for the consideration of the 
Council a memorandum suggesting, in addition to certain minor alterations, that 
the clauses regarding a popular consultation should be replaced by a stipulation 
placing the treaty under the guarantee of the League of Nations and providing 

dated November 17, 1919 (appendix G in original), forw'arding a draft for the treaty 
relative to the Spitzbergen archipelago (appendix F in original) ; the report dealt mainiy 
with procedural questions which would arise out of approval of the draft, and submitted 
draft letters regarding adhesion to the treaty (a) from the Supreme Council to the Norwegian 
^vlinister in Paris, (b) from the French Foreign Minister to the diplomatic representatives 
in Paris of the other proposed signatory Powers (United States, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, 
Denmark, Netherlands, Sweden) . ‘After a short discussion* the Supreme Council approved 
the report and the draft treaty, which was signed at Paris on February 9, 1920, sts printed in 
British and Foreign State Papers (ipso), voL cxiii, pp. 789-97- 

* See Papers relating to the Foreign Belations qf the United States: "The Paris Peace Conference ^ 
vol- iv, p. 850- ^ See Vol. I, No. 61, appendix C. 
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* The United States^ the British Empire^ France^ Italy ^ Japan and Boland hereby agree not 
to zvithkold their assent from any modification whatsoever of this treaty in whole or in part 
which is in due form assented to by a majority of the Council of the League of Nations'^ 

The French, Italian and Japanese delegations accepted the principle of the 
American proposition but the British delegation, after reference to its Government, 
submitted a counter-proposal providing that Poland should be granted a mandate 
over Eastern Galicia for a definite term of years — ten to fifteen.® The French 
delegation proposed to modify the British proposition to grant Poland a twenty-five 
year mandate. The American delegation stated that it would accept the French 
proposition in case unanimity could be reached on this basis, but that otherwise 
it would revert to its original position that Poland should be granted an indefinite 
mandate subject to revision by the Council of the League of Nations at any time 
the settlement proposed should prove unsatisfactory. 

The position of the American delegation has been controlled by the following 
considerations : 

The only practicable solution of the immediate problem of administering Eastern 
Galicia is to entrust this administration to Poland. In the interests of peace it is 
necessary to create as solid an administration as possible ; any administration that 
is clearly marked as ‘temporary’ would fail to inspire the confidence and support 
which is necessary to restore normal conditions in Eastern Galicia and would 
foster propaganda and intrigue. 

It is impossible, how^ever, at the present time to state with accuracy what may 
be the ideal settlement of the Eastern Galicia problem, and it is therefore necessary 
to provide for a revision of any settlement in case the situation should demand it, 
although one cannot indicate w^hether such a revision should ever be made, or if it 
should be made, whether at the end of one, five, fifteen or thirty years. 

Therefore the most satisfactory solution is to entrust Eastern Galicia to Poland, 
with the understanding that no change will be made as long as this status proves 
satisfactory, but to provide very clearly for an immediate revision if and when the 
solution proves to be no longer a desirable one. 

For this reason, in the opinion of the American Delegation, it should not be 
within the power of a single nation to prevent such readjustment of the situation 
at the end of twenty-five years, and, therefore, that a decision on this point should 
be possible by a majority rather than unanimity of the Council of the League of 
Nations. 

Baris ^ November 21, igig. 


Appendix E to No. 28 

Note for the Supreme Council relative to the Request of the Netherlands to receive War 

Material from Germany 

In a letter under date of July 26 last, the Dutch Government requested infor- 
mation on ‘the exact interpretation to be given to the words war material in Article 
170 of the Peace Treaty.’ It expressed the wish to be able to get firom Germany 
naval material for the Dutch fleet. 

They were informed on October 8 that Articles 170 and 192 of the Treaty 
stipulated the prohibition of export from Germany of all military and naval 
material and in consequence thereof the desire expressed by Holland could not 
receive satisfaction. 

* See Vol. I, No. 64, appendix K. ® Cf. No. 16, minute 3. 
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Another letter from the Dutch Minister under dc.te cf AV/em'.er 1-, 
disputing the interpretation of the said Articles, appeals to the Sap:'en:e Cz'ii.-zil 
requesting as an exception the authorization to import from Germany militarr 
and naval material which Holland might need for her coltnies. 

It is not within the competence of the Drafting Committee to appreciate the 
renly which it is proper to make to the Dutch Government from a political point 
of view. However, it takes the liberty of recalling to me Cctincil the refusals 
already made in like cases to Spain and Denmark and, by right, the necessity that 
such a derogation, if it were accepted, be previously consented to by oil the signa- 
tory Pov/ers of the Treaty. 

For the Drafting Committee, 

Hen:^: ?rg^:agect 

Xoiember ig^ igiQ- 


No. 29 

H.D. 99.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegatio::! of ike Fiz’e 
Great Pozeers held in M. Pichon's Room^ Quai d'Orsay. Paris, oi: 

November 24^ cii 10^2^ a.nz. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Henry White; secretary, Mr. L. Plarrison. 

British Empires Sir Eyxe Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xorman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot. M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, J^I. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A,: Gapt. B. 'Winthrop. British Empzrt: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. IMassigli. Italy: !M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: IM. !Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

General Bliss, Rear-Admiral McCuily, U.S.N., Colonel Logan, 
Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Lieut.-Commander L. B. Green, 

u.s.x. 

British Empire: General Groves, Colonel Percwal, Lieut. -Col. Kisch, 
Major McCrindle, Mr, Carr. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Le Rond, M. 

Laroche, M. Hermitte, M. de Montille. 

Italy: General CavaUero, !M. Vannutelli-Rey, ]M. Stranieri, M. Man- 
cioli, Commandant Rugiu, 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, 

I. (The Council had before it two letters from Baron von Lersner to the 
Secretary General of the Peace Conference dated November 
:Segotmti^.s with the ^ 23rd, 1919 (see Appendices A and B).) 

erman e egates Berthelot read the first letter as well as the draft 

reply prepared by the French Delegation, f^See Appendix C. j He said it was 
evident that there was no sense in starting a discussion on the return of 
prisoners of war at a moment when that repatriation was to take place 
within eight days. Since the draft reply had been prepared they had received 
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the second letter from Baron von Lersner which the Council had before it. 
The German attitude was all the more inexplicable since in the interview he 
had had with M. Dutasta and M. Berthelot, Baron von Lersner had asked 
him for the date of the first meeting of his Delegates with the Allied Com- 
missioners; von Lersner had put a number of questions to him concerning the 
procedure to be followed and had expressed a desire to receive on Saturday^ 
evening the agenda of that meeting. That agenda had been sent him at the 
appointed hour. The attitude of Germany seemed to be determined by the 
delay that had occurred in the American ratification of the Treaty as well as 
by the Lodge motion tending to the restoration of the state of peace between 
the United States and Germany Germany evidently hoped that a mis- 
undersianding would arise between the Allies. M. Berthelot felt that it 
would be important to acquaint Washington with this tendency. The reply 
they had giv^en on the question of the handing over of guilty individuals 
might hav’e also an influence on the German decision. Von Lersner had 
made him understand that if the Entente maintained its demands, no German 
could wish to hasten by a single day the ratification of a treaty which, accord- 
ing to him, would plunge Germany in chaos. 

M. Cambon asked whether the draft letter which had just been read by 
M. Berthelot was approv^ed by the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought it would be advisable to add a few words con- 
cerning the departure of the German Commissioners. 

M. Berthelot agreed. The draft had been prepared before the second 
letter had been received. A postscript might be added. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said it should be stated in that postscript that the de- 
parture of the German technical Delegates led one to think that the Berlin 
Government did not intend to ratify; also that it would be advisable to ask 
the German Government categorically yes or no, whether it meant to sign 
the protocol. 

M. de Martino said he thought it would be unwise to look as if they had 
any doubt about the final putting into force of the Treaty. 

After further discussion, the text of the postscript was adopted as shown in 
Appendix D. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that it was important that the note should be 
sent without delay, and further that it should be published for the sake of the 
moral effect it would produce on German public opinion. 

M. Berthelot said they could send the letter as soon as the President — 
who ought to sign it — ^returned, that was to say, that night. 

Mr. White thought that it would be wise in that case to delay the publica- 
tion for 24 hours. 

^ November 22, 1919. 

* On November 19, 1919, the Senate of the United States having rejected motions for the 
ratiEcation of the Treaty of Versailles, Senator Lodge had introduced a resolution for a 
separate declaration of peace between the United States and Germany. This resolution was 
referred to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, and the Senate adjourned that 
night tmtn its next session. 
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M. Cambox said the note would then be published the following cverhn::. 
It was decided: 

(1) to approve the draft reply to the President of the German Delesation. 

together with the postscript sho%sTi in Appendix D: 

(2) that said reply be transmitted to Baron von Lersner soon as nos^ifale ; 

(3) that it he published on the evening of ZS’ovember 23th. ItTppndic^s 

C and D.) 

2 . 

Financial Arrangements [Xot printed^ 

in the Plebiscite Terri- 
tories and Occupied 
Territcries of Danzig 
and ^Jemel 


3- 

Allo'jiances to Personnel [Xot printed] 

of A.dmir,istraiii 
Goiemment^ and Plebis- 
cite Commissions 


4- Sir Eyre Crowe said Sir George Clerk had telegraphed that he tvas on 
^ the point of leaving Budapest, having fulfilled his mission, 

^zr Should the Council wish him to remain or have some com- 

munication to make to him, it should do so without delay. 

M, Berthelot said Sir George Clerk gave the Council the assurance that 


3 The Supreme Council considered a report on this question, dated Xovexnber 21, igrg 
appendix E in original^ w’hich was presented in accordance with the second resolution of 
the Supreme Council noted in Xo. 26, note 4. This report was based upon the premisses 
previously advanced by General Le Rond in this connexion (ibid.}, and recommended 
as regards: ^ i) Upper Silesia: (a) *The German Government, during the course of negotiations 
to be opened, will be asked to agree to supply the public banks of the territory as necessary 
to meet the normal administration expenses.’ f,b) As regards additional administration 
expenses resulting from the interallied regime, ‘it seems natural that the Polish Government 
should be invited to make the necessary advances, the regime instituted ha-^ing [been] 
based on her claims on Upper Silesia*, (c) ‘Finally, for the military expenses, it seems 
ine\itable that the advance be made by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. . . . 
The delegates think it ad\TsabIe to refer the matter to their Govemnientrs].’ fix) Allmstein 
and Marienwerder: The same recommendations as for Upper Silesia except that it \^'as sug- 
gested that in this case proposal (a) be extended to cover expenses under (b] . ‘This extension 
is justified in regard to Allenstein by the explicit pro\’ision of Article 95 [of the Treaty 
of \"ersailles] which makes Eastern Prussia responsible for these expenses in case local 
revenues are msufiicient; similarly, it can be proposed for ]VIarienvy;erder-’ (iii) Danzig and 
Memel: ‘The British Government accepts to advance upkeep expenses of the administra- 
tive official representing the Allied and Associated Powders at Dantzig. As to the occupation 
expenses of Dantzig and IMemel, it would appear that the question should be solved in the 
same way as for the various territories above mentioned.’ 

After discussion the Supreme Council decided: (i) to approve the conclusions of the 
report: (2) ‘that the costs of normal administration of [the] said territories, as well as 
supplementary costs of a dminis tration resulting from the interallied government, should be 
uldmately placed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers upon the States to whom 
those territories w'ould be attributed by Treaty’. 
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Mr. Huszar+ was not Friedrich’s strawman. Sir George Clerk had succeeded 
fully in his mission. It seemed that the Council coxild allow him to return. 
Sir E\Te Crowe might wire him that the Council was not opposed to his 
return and would be glad to hear his report. 


5. (The Council had before it a letter from the Polish Delegation dated 
November 17th, 1919 (see Appendix H) and a letter 
Negotiations between the from the same Delegation dated November 19, igig 
Polhh G^erm^t and_ Appendix I) .) 

(b) gLI gS- Laroche read and commented upon the letters. 

jnent He added that it would be advantageous to be able to 

follow the negotiations in Paris itself. 

Sir Eyre Crow’e said the question was not exactly the same for the nego- 
tiations between Poland and the German Governments and between Poland 
and Dantzig. In the former case there was no difficulty in transferring the 
negotiations to Paris. In the latter, on the other hand, it should not be 
forgotten that the local factor played an important part. The Treaty to be 
concluded would go into all sorts of detail concerning the port, docks, 
customs, railroads, etc. Would it be wise to transfer to Paris the seat of these 
negotiations when an account had to be taken of local conditions? The 
representative of the Allies at Dantzig had a part to play in the negotiations : 
was it wise to eliminate him? 

jM. Laroche said the Polish Commission had quite definitely thought that 
because of local passions it w^ould be wiser to withdraw the negotiations firom 
the atmosphere of Dantzig just as it w^ould be to withdraw them from War- 
saw'. That transfer w^ould not prevent the representative of the Allies at 
Dantzig from intervening: his advice would be asked for. Indeed in matters 
of technical details it would be easy to detach to the spot a sub-commission. 
To take into account the objection formulated by Sir Eyre Crowe, they might 
decide in principle that the negotiations would take place in Paris although 
the details should be settled on the spot. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he of course agreed that the decision should be taken 
at Paris but he considered it difficult to divide the negotiations into two 
classes. He would rather propose that Dantzig be made the seat of negotia- 
tions, it being understood that the scheme worked out at Dantzig be subject 
to re\TLsion in Paris. 

M. Berthelot said the Council could adopt a formula of that kind. 

M. Gambon suggested that they could say — and in that way indicate that 
the AlKed Representative at Dantzig had to take part in the matter — 
that the preliminary investigations should take place at Dantzig, that they 
w'ould be carried out on the spot and that they would be transmitted to 
Paris for final decision by the Allied Representative who would submit the 
report. 

Mr. "White asked w^hether originally it had not been decided that the 

* On November 22-3, 1919, M. Huszar had formed a new Hungarian Government in 
which M. Friedrich became Minister of War. Gf. No. 33, appendix A. 
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negotiaiions take place in. Warsaw, the question intere-iinu P.'/ianc ir. th;! 
hvti place. 

M. Laroche said the Japanese Delegation Lad Leei: '-opposed to thui 
proposal as it did not have a representative at "OLaria-v-r v/ho could f jOc-v; the 
negotiations. 

Si. de Martino said his instructions gave hint autlv-Tity :t' approve the 
transfer to Paris of all the negotiations in progress. v/Le:her in Berlin jr 
Warsaw, between Germany and Poland. He asked \vhetiner the negotiations 
relative to Dantzig fell mthin that categoiyn 
M. Cajmbon thought not. 

Mr. 'White asked how the Commission would be composed, and ;vhy it 
could not meet at "Warsaw. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that it was because Dantzig was the object of the 
negotiations: the Commission would include representatives of the free city 
and Poles. 

M. Laroche said it was understood, then, that the scheme prepared at 
Dantzig could be modified in Paris. All the questions would be studied anet ; 
in Paris under the auspices of ihe Great Powers and with the cooperation of 
the Delegates of Dantzig and of Poles. 

Mr. White said he agreed on the principle, but he %\'ished to read over the 
text of the resolution once it had been drafted. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the negotiations between the Polish Government and the German 

Government take place in Paris ; 

(2) that the negotiations between the Polish Government and the Free 

Qtv of Dantzig take place in Paris, wdth the cooperation and under 
the direction of representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers ; 

(3) that, prior to the opening of negotiations as proHded for in the last 

paragraph, preliminary discussions, at ’which the Allied representa- 
tive in the Free City of Dantzig is to be a party, should take place at 
Dantzig. That representative should send to Paris, "with a report, 
the proposals which would have been prepared at Dantzig, and 
which would serve as a basis for the negotiations provided for in 
paragraph 2. 

(The Council reserves to itself the final approval of the present resolution 
until a further examination.) 

6. (The Gounca had before it a draft note dated November 24th, 1919 (see 

A'cte to the German Appendix J).) 

Gozemmeat concerning (After a short discussion, 
the Sale of German decided : 

Aeronautical Material adopt the draft note to the President of the Inter- 

AUied Aeronautical Commission of Control in Germany for transmission 
to the German Government once the Peace Treaty came into force (see 
Appendix J).) 
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Sub^Committee of the 
Committee on Organize-^ 
tion of the Reparation 
Commission charged with 
the Improvement of 
Circulation of Rolling 
Stock in the ex-Ausiro- 
Hungarian Empire 


[Not printed] s 


German Soldiers 
demobilized in 
the Schleswig 
Plebiscite Area 


8 . (The Council had before it the note of the British Delegation dated 
November 22nd (see Appendix L).) 

(After a short discussion. 

It was decided: 

to refer to the Drafting Committee for examination and 
immediate report the note of the British Delegation on demobilization 
by German authorities of a great number of soldiers in the Schleswig 
plebiscite area.^ (See Appendix L).) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

Parisy November 24^ 1919. 


Appendix A to No. 29 

President of the German Peace Delegation. park, November 21 y igig 

From : Baron von Lersner 

To: M. Dutasta, Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

Your Excellency having been unable to receive me today, I do not wish to fail 
to communicate to you in writing the reason for my call. 

Yesterday’s conversation convinced M. von Simson, Director at the Ministry, 
that before any future discussion on the coming into force of the Treaty, he should 
present an oral report to the German Government, all the more so that, for the 
conventions to be concluded, the approval of the German National Assembly is 
necessary. M. von Simson will therefore leave tomorrow evening for Berlin. 

Furthermore, I feel obliged to inform Your Excellency that I protest most 
energetically against the fact of again associating the question of repatriation of 
prisoners of war and interned German civilians with the coming into force of 

5 The Supreme Council approved 'the terms of the draft note of the Committee on 
Organization of the Reparation Commission concerning the appointment of a sub-com- 
mittee on rolling-stock in the Ex-Austro-Hungarian Empire [appendix K in original], an 
appointment which the Council considered as decided in its resolution of November 20* 
(see No. 27, note 3). The Supreme Council noted a declaration by Signor de Martino that 
'it was well understood that the sub-committee would only function until a decision had been 
taken on the distribution of rolling stock between the several States inheriting territory of the 
ex- Austro-Hungarian Empire, in accordance with Article 318 of the Treaty of St. Germain’. 

® A French text of this decision is printed by A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit., p. 331. 
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the Peace Treaty. The declaration of the Allied and Associated Gcv:-rnnter.:s" 
separated this question from that of the coming into lorce of the Treaty. ShoTd 
this promise now become valueless the promise of the French Government which 
is no'vv given us again for consideration would meet vhth no conficence in the public 
opinion of Germany. 

In closing may I not call to your attention the enclosed article nublished in the 
Frcsce de Paris of this date,^ on the question of the handing over cf the accused. 

Please accept, etc. 


Appendix B to Mo. 29 

President of the German Peace Delegation. Paris, Xci'cviiir xgig . 

Xo. 447. 

From: Baron von Lersner. 

To: The Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

I have the honour to request that your Excellency kindly postpone the session 
announced in the letter of the 22nd instant^ until the return of the Director 0: the 
Ministry, von Simson, and the experts accompaming him. 

Kindly accept, etc. 


Appendix C to Xo. 29 

PARIS. Xciemher igig * 

From: President of the Peace Conference. 

To : Baron von Lersner, President of the German Peace Delegation. 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of X’ovember 21st, 
which informs me of the departure of Mr. von Simson for Berlin, to confer with 
the German Government regarding the condition^ of the entrt’ into force of the 
Treaty and, moreover, informing me of the necessity of the approval of the Con- 
ventions to be made by the German National Assembly.^® 

This information leads to [? the] question whether the signature of the protocol 
of ratification of the Treaty (for w’hich the AEied and Associated Governments 
arranged to be ready on December i) can take place on this date, and this through 
the fault of the Gorman Government, which has since November i been in posses- 
sion of the Note of the Allies and of the accompanying protocol. 

This delay in the ratification of the Treaty would be the more regrettable as it 
might arouse doubts concerning the sincerity of Germany's intentions with regard 
to die execution of the agreements arising from the Armistice, and those contained 
in the Peace Treaty. StiU, it vrouid seem to be in the general interest and, pri- 
marily, in the interest of the German people, to ensure that the prompt going into 
effect of the Treaty bring about Peace and make possible the reconstitution which 
would thereby ensue to the entire w^orld. 

The signature of the protocol of ratification determines in particular the date 
of the return of the prisoners of vrax to Germany. On this subject I feel bound to 
reply to the inaccurate statement, reiterated in your letter of yesterday, that a 
promise had been made and not fulfilled by the French Gkivemment. The truth is 

^ Annexed to the original of this appendix was a copy of tins declaration, adopted by the 
Supreme Council on August 28, 19199 as recorded in Vol. I, No. 45, minute 2, q.v. 

® Not annexed to the filed original of this appendix. 

9 Cf. minute i and note i above. See appendix A above. 
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quite different : on August 28th5 the Supreme Council accepted a draft resolution 
concerning prisoners of w'ar, to the effect of anticipating the date of the ratification 
of the Peace Treaty \nih regard to the repatriation of prisoners and the imme- 
diate beginning of the repatriation. This resolution was at once executed, and the 
repatriation of prisoners of war began. Thus the prisoners made by the British, 
American and Belgian Armies were returned to Germany, in full accord with the 
French Government. But the decision added that the continuation of this benevo- 
lent policy would depend upon the fulfilment by the German Government and 
people of all the obligations \‘rhich are incumbent upon them. The date of the 
notification of the Allied and Associated Powers proved the patience of the Allies 
in ^vaiting for the execution of the German agreements, as ^v^ell as Germany’s 
\doIa::ons of them on a number of very' important points. The consequence of this 
could only be the discontinuance of the repatriation and the decision to strictly 
adhere to the clauses of the Peace Treaty, which make the return of the prisoners 
of war contingent upon the going into force of the Treaty. 

The final ratification in eight da\*s and the return of the prisoners to their homes 
depend on the German Government. It is only necessary' that the Allied and 
German Commissioners agree on the practical conditions of the execution of the 
clauses concerning Eastern territories, and that the protocol, annexed to the notifi- 
cation of November ist and providing for the integral execution of the clauses of 
the Armistice, and for the penalties for violations, be signed without any new 
questions being raised. 

Please accept, etc. 


Appendix D to No. 29 

P.S. November 24, 1919. 

Since the drafting of the present letter — ^the sending of which was only delayed 
by the absence of the President of the Peace Conference — a new fact was brought 
to the attention of the Supreme Council by your letter of November 23rd — the 
departure of the German experts, with Air. von Simson, who arrived three days 
before to settle with the Allied Commissions the questions raised by the execution 
of the Treaty', and concerning the operations of the Plebiscite, Government and 
Delimitation Commissions. 

The Supreme Council was extremely surprised by the departure of the German 
Delegates, w’hich can only be interpreted as the proof of the determination of 
Germany to hinder again the preliminary agreements, indispensable for the final 
exchange of ratifications of the Peace Treaty. This fact raises very regrettable 
doubts as to the intentions of the German Government. 

The Supreme Council desires to be definitely informed on the subject in the 
shortest time possible, and holds the German Government fully responsible for the 
delay caused by it in the re-establishment of a state of Peace. 

Appendix H to No. 29 

Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference. paris, November 17, igig 

To: President Glemenceau. 

Considering that, according to Article 104 of the Peace Treaty, the Principal 
Allied and Associated Po\vers agreed to negotiate the conventions between Poland 
and the free city of Dantzig, the Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference has the 
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honoui’ to request the Supreme Council to hincly de-iuTu:'^ Pari' s.5 :?.e sea! of 
these negotiations and to commence same 'dth me leas: rraciicabie delay. 

Accept, etc.. 

A. Patek, 

L. Gp.-fitEss:. 


Appendix I to No. 29 

[Polish] Delegation to the Peace Conference. 

PARIS. ytierzbtT Zj ^ - 9 ^ 9 - 

From: MM. Patek and Grabski. 

To : M. ClemenceaUj President of the Peace Corderence. 

The Supreme Council has requested the Polish Gcvemment, thrcueh the 
French Minister at Warsaw, to send to Paris technical representatives tc take part 
in the negotiations concerning questions relating on the carmdng out of the Treaq 
of Versailles. 

The Polish technical representatives, provided ^...dth the necessarr potvers, 
recently arrived at Paris. 

During the negotiations which have been going cn in Berlin for some time 
between the representatives of Poland and Germany and of which the missions of 
the Principal Powers have been kept constantly informed, questions of supplies 
and carrpng out of the Treaty, and also, among others, problems mentioned in 
the invitation were discussed. 

With a riew to the early opening of negotiations at Paris, the Polish Delegation 
takes the liberty to express the opinion that these negotiations should include not 
only questions proposed by the Supreme Council, but in general all problems 
relevant to the carrying out of the Treaty of Versailles by Poland and Germany. 

The Delegation hopes that this opinion Mill be shared by the Supreme Council 
and that the negotiations which will soon begin ^^ill be carried on in conformity 
with this opinion. 

Please accept, etc. 


Appendix J to No. 29 

Draft of a Note to the President of the Interallied Aeronautic Control Commission 
iC^A.LC,) in Germany^ for Transmission to the German Government upon the Going 

into Force of the Peace Treaty 

No reply has been made to the German Note, \Vake [Wako] 3639, of October 
12 y because such a reply would only have been a repetition of ^Marshal Foch’s 
four telegrams under date of August 2 [?7], August 26, September 30, and 
October 18, communicated to the German Government. “ 

All these telegrams haring remained without results, General Alastermain, 
President of the C.A.I.C., was requested to present to the German authorities the 
note of November . . 1919? again calling the attention of the German Govern- 

ment to the character of the measures taken or tolerated by it tending to have 
Germany avoid her obligations and jeopardizing the loyal execution of the Peace 
Treaty. 

See document 4 in appendix A to No. 8. 

Punctuation as in original. 
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See VoL I. 
^3 See No, 24, appendix H. 



Therefore, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers wish to call the attention 
of the German Government to the lack of foundation for the objections which it 
had formulated against the just demands addressed to it. 

As regards the objections raised in the 2nd alinea of Par. 2, according to which 
"Article :6g provides the surrender of material to be destroyed or rendered useless’, 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers consider this objection as irrelevant as 
aeronautical material is the particular subject of Article 202 (Section II, Air 
Clauses}, the application of which would not be jeopardized by Article 169 which 
precedes it. The German Government is aware that by the terms of the said 
Article 202 all German air material which cannot be [? rejmoved without special 
authorization of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, must be purely and 
simply delivered to the said Powers in such places as wdll be selected by the C.A.I.C. 

Par. 3 of the German Note is not any better founded. The viewpoint of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers as regards the non-military nature of 
certain airplanes has been repeatedly explained to the German Government and 
the allegation that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers would not allow the 
existence of nonmilitaiy^ planes is so little justified that on the contrary they have 
entrusted the C.A.I.C. with determining the military or nonmilitary nature of 
these planes in conformity with the stipidations of the Treaty. 

As to the other objections raised by the German Government in the note above 
referred to, their discussion would appear to have no further interest after the 
coining into force of the Treaty. 

As a result of the preceding remarks, and in conformity with the Treaty as well 
as the protocol under date of November . . 19195 the C.A.I.C. is entrusted with 
requesting the German Government to take immediately the following measures 
of which they have been already notified : 

1st) To furnish the C.A.I.C. a list of all aeronautical material sold or exported: 

2ncl) To deliver to the C.A.I.C. at such places as it may select all aircraft and 
aeronautical material captured by the German forces firom the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers. Among this material the 500 motors especially referred to in 
^Marshal Foch’s telegram under date of August 7“ must be immediately delivered 
at. . . 

3rd} To deposit at the places selected by the C.A.I.C. all aeronautical material 
in Germany (including material removed, loaned, utilized or sold), material which 
will later be recognized as civil by the C.A.I.C. -will be released. 

4th) To deposit wdth the C.A.I.C. before January 31, 1920, and according to 
the value of [jzc] all aeronautical material the delivery of -which has been made 
impossible by Germany. 

November 24^ ^919- 


Appendix L to No. 29 

Note by the British Delegation 

Information has been received from Copenhagen showing that the German 
authorities intend to demobilize some of their military and naval forces at Flens- 
borg and to provide them ^vith civilian occupations within the plebiscite area. 

In the view of His Britannic Majesty’s Government it would be desirable to 
inform the German Government at once that this proceeding will not be allowed. 
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No. 3 S 


H. i>. 100.] JVofes of a Meeting of the Head- fDdeg^tizK- fthe Fite Greet 
Pozi’ers held in M, Pichetds Room, Qua: FOrso^, Peri:, TyesJej, 

Xovember 2j. igi^, at 20.30 a.;:i. 

Present: ^’.5.-.'!.: Hon. Henr\’ White; secretarv. Z\li\ L. Hsrrlsor*. 

British Empire: Sir E\Te Crowe; secrst.arv. Mr. K. Xorrr.:.r.. 

France: M. Gambon: secretaries, M. Berthelc:, \L de Sairt Q,^er.::n. 

Ital}': M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kav;ai. 

Joint Secretariat: USA.: Capt. G. A. Gordon. BiitlA E pbe: Capt. 
G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. JtSf: M. Zar.chi, 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which tricy '-.ere ciiicerned: 

US.A. : Mr. A. W. Dulles, Capt. K. Pierce. 

British Empire: Lt.-Coionet Kisch, Mr. A. Leeper. Mr. Z. H. Carr. 

Frame: ^Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Le Rend. M. Hei- 
mitte, XI. Kammerer. 

Italy: XI. Vannutelii-Rey, XI. Stranieri. 

Japan: XI. Shigemitsu. 

I. XIarshal Foch informed the Council that he had received a telegram 

E-acu tio of he General NiesseL dated November 23rd ;see Appendix A) . 

BdtkFwXices to this telegram the Germans w’ere carrying out 

their evacuation by the Chavli-Tauroggen railroad. The 
Lithuanians, in spite of instructions received from General Xiessel, had 
crossed that line at several points and attacked the Germans. In order to 
parry this attack General Niessel had dispatched Allied and German officers 
and hoped to succeed in checking the Lithuanians. In spite of this, the 
German Government had ordered troops to cross the &ontier in order to 
protect the railroad, although they had been told not to send any additional 
troops to that district. One train had already passed through. General 
Niessel desired the Council to make strong representations to the German 
Government. He proposed to send a telegram to General Niessel telling him 
that he had full power to take whatever measures seemed to him fitting and 
that any action on the part of the Council seemed calculated only to retard 
a satisfactory" solution. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if any news had been received from General 
Niessel regarding an armistice between the Germans and the Letts. He had 
received a somewhat obscure telegram from the Admiralty evidently to the 
effect that there was such an armistice.^ 

^ It appears probable that the reference \\ras to a transmission of the following telegram 
of November 24, 1919, from Admiral Sir W". Cowan, British Senior Naval Officer, Baltic, 
to the Admiralty: 'General Niessel is ordering cessation of hostilities between Letts and 
Germans. I r^ard this as madness; instant orders should be sent to cancel. I have sent 
strongest protest. All his messages are in plain language.’ The last sentence of this telegram 
apparently referred to use by General Niessel of uncyphered messages. 
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General 'VVeygand said he did not think so. The last news received from 
General Xiessei was that he had meant to go to Riga, but felt that his presence 
was necessary further south, especially as the Letts seemed able to hold their 
own against the Germans. 

It was decided: 

to approve the terms of the draft telegram prepared by Marshal Foch to 
be sent to General Niessel (see Appendix B). 


2 . 

Allozvances to pe/sonnel 
of A dministratiiej 
Goiernment^ and Plebis- 
cite Commissions 


[Xoi printed] 


3. M. Berthelot informed the Council that the Roumanian answer had not 

yet actually arrived. General Goanda, who was bringing 
Answer of the Roumanian answer, was on his way to Paris. According to the 

Goiemrmnt teihe Mte g^o^j^anian calculation the time within which their 
of the Principal Allied . . , , . - » , 

and Associated Powers answer w^as to be delivered only expired at noon 01 that 

day. Although, according to the idea of the Council that 
time had expired on Sunday,^ it seemed expedient to wait until General 
Coanda arrived, an event which would take place at any moment. In the 
meantime, a strong speech from the Roumanian throne had indicated that 
under no conditions w^as Roumania willing to permit a rupture between 
herself and the Allied and xAssociated Powers, M. Antonescu had confirmed 
this information. 

Sir Eyre Grow^e pointed out that a real difficulty existed. He had heard 
from the British Representative at Bucharest that the Council’s note had not 
been presented by the 22nd of November. The Council in discussing the draft 
note had changed several words and decided that the Roumanians were to have 
eight days firom the presentation of the note .3 If then it had not been presented 
on the 22nd November the time could not be considered to have expired. 

M. Berthelot informed the Council that he had received a telegram from 
the French Charge d’ Affaires at Bucharest dated November 21st to the effect 
that the latter had received the first and last parts of the Council’s note to 
the Roumanian Government. An important part was still lacking and was 
being awaited before the note was presented. M. Misu, however, already 
knew’ the substance of the note through General Coanda. The French Charge 
d’ Affaires had made urgent representations to the Roumanian Minister of 
Foreign Affairs as to the gravity of the situation, which permitted of no delay, 
and had told him that the Roumanian Government must declare itself ready 
to sign the Minorities Treaty unreservedly in consideration always of the 
assurance given by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers in their note 
of the 1 2 th October that they would examine certain modifications as to 
form. M. !Misu had replied to the French Charge d’ Affaires that he would 

^ Xovembcr 23, 1919. 3 See No. 23, minute 2. 
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prepare a reply of that tenor and would do his inmost to obtain a fa-.'onrable 
consideration of the matter from the King and Council of ^Enisiers. 

Sir Eyre CROwm reminded the Council that the Roumanian? had been 
told that they could not sign the Bulgarian Treaty until they had sifted the 
Austrian Treaty. As they could not sign the Austrian Treaty ^rithin the rA'o 
ensuing days he did not see how they could sign the Bulgarian Treaty on 
November 27th. 

'SL Berthelot suggested that a protocol could be signed, as had been the 
case at the time of signing the Austrian Treaty, giving the Roumanians 
additional time within which to sign the Bulgarian Treat}’. That rime might 
be fixed at a week. 

M. DE Martino agreed that the Council should take no further action 
low’ards Roumania until the Roumanian reply had been received. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that all indications were that the Roumanians 
were certainly going to sign. The Serb-Croat-Slovene Government was 
prepared to sign the Treaty with Austria as well as the ^Cno^itie5 Treat}' 
and the financial arrangements. The Drafting Committee had prepared a 
draft agreement of adhesion to be signed by the Serb-Croat-Siovene Govern- 
ment which w'ould be communicated to all the Pow'ers 5i,gnaior\’ to the Treaty 
of Saint Germain. With respect to the Roumanians the situation was differ- 
ent. The Minorities Treaty concerning Roumania had not yet been signed 
by anybody. Some modifications as to form w’ould be made in this Minorities 
Treat}’ in order to meet certain view^s of the Roumanians. The Principal 
Allied and Associated Pow ers therefore could not sign this Treaty until the 
final terms thereof had been settled after consultation with the Roumanian 
Representatives. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that the Roumanians must give an unequivocal 
agreement to sign the IvGnorities Treaty, taking into consideration the fact 
that certain modifications in their favour might be made therein. 

M. Gambon suggested that after the receipt of the Roumanian reply the 
Roumanian Delegation be given a week from Nov. 27 within w^hich to sign 
the Bulgarian Treaty, and that within that w’eek the Minorities Treaty 
should be put into final form after conference with the Roumanian repre- 
sentatives; that said Treaty, as well as the Treaty of Saint Germain and the 
agreements related thereto, be signed by Roumania within that week. 

M. Berthelot read the draft agreement of adhesion, prepared by the 
Drafting Committee, to be signed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
(see Appendix G^) . 

It was decided: 

(1) that in connection with the signing of the Treaty- with Bulgaria on 
November 27th a protocol be prepared allowing the interested 
Powers to sign said Treaty with Bulgaria within one wreek from 
November 27th ; 

* Not printed. This appendix contained a draft for the declaration of adhesion which 
signed in Paris by Yugoslav representatives on December 5 j ^ 9 ^ 9 * This declaration is 
printed in Treaty Series, 1920, No, 8. Gmd. 638. 
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(2) tiiat wtliin one week from November 27tb Ronmania should sign the 
Treaty wtb Austria, the Minorities Treaty, and the financial 
arrangements: 

( 3) to accept the draft agreement of adhesion, prepared by the Drafting 
Committee, to be signed by the Serb-Croat-Siovene Delegation; 
(4) that the agreement of adhesion when signed by the Serb-Croat-Siovene 
Delegation be communicated to all the Powers signator\^ to the 
Treaty of Saint Germain. 

4- The Council had before it a note from the Serb-Crcat-Slovene Delegation 
regarding the ^Minorities Treaty (see Appendix D^),) 
J\oiejrcjK the Sctd- yj, Kacjmerer commented upon the note from the 

Croizt~S:cieKe Serb-Croat-31ovene Delegation and stated that, on the 

fcr the f?rG:?ctlon cf w-ole, this note was satisfactory. He pointed out that 

'^Mznoritzts ^ 'die Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation had presented its in- 

terpretation of the clauses relative to freedom of transit 
and equitable treatment of commerce, which were involved in Article 51 of the 
Treaty of Peace with Austria, and had stated that in the absence of a contrary" 
reply from the Council it would consider that its interpretation was correct. 
He thought that the Serbian interpretation was, in fact, correct and he there- 
fore proposed that no reply be sent to the Serb-Croat-Siovene Delegation. 
The question could therefore be considered settled. 

It was decided: 

that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers were in full agreement 
with the Serb-Croat-Siovene Delegation as to the interpretation of the 
ilinorities Treaty, and that said Treaty be at once presented to the Serb- 
Croat-Siovene Delegation for signature. (See Appendix Ds). 

5. (The Council had before it the Bulgarian reply regarding reciprocal 
immigration between Greece and Bulgaria, dated 
to tke Bulgwrian November 23rd (see Appendix £&).) 

commented upon this note from the 
Immigration Bulgarian Delegation and stated that it was entirely 

satisfactory. The Bulgarian Delegation has asked for 
explanations wdth respect to two points. The Committee on New States 
agreed with the Bulgarian interpretation of these points. A satisfactory 
answer consisting of a few lines could be sent to the Bulgarian Delegation. 
A more serious question was the form of the Treaty. The United States 
representative had raised some question as to his Government’s being able 
to sign, and the Japanese delegate had thereupon stated that in such an 
event, his Government might likewise be unable to sign. The Drafting 
Committee considered that the Treaty between Bulgaria and Greece relative 
to reciprocal immigration was in no way dependent upon the signature of the 
Bulgarian Treaty by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. In fact 
Article 56, paragraph 2, of the Bulgarian Treaty itself, made that point clear. 

s Not printed. This note, dated at Paris on November 23, I9i9> is printed by D. H. 
Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, pp. 543-6. 

® Not printed. This note is printed ibid., vol, xiii, pp. 539—40, 

398 



In order ic mee: ihe diScuIty the Draft:::^ C 'jrnnniree or f/do' 

ing solution: the Supreme Ccuneii ihouii re..-;h a de^zi-ion ^duich vrjuV 
inserted sn the preamble of the Greco-Buigarian Treaty; Tr lecimical reai jUS 
it was preferable that this decision be dated Tliur'du’t XL^vember -:7th, Tice 
wording of the proposed decision was as fodov.^: 

Tn view of the provisions cf Article 50. paraoraph c. of the Treaty of 
Peace vrith Bulgaria, the Principal Allied and Asiori-iterl Power- deem it 
niting that the reciprocal and voluntary immdzratioit 0: etnn: 'ai. redri^u- 
and linguistic minorities in Greece and Bulgaria shu^Jd be -etdi-n 'ey ^ 
convention concluded betvreen these two Pot-eti in the terras deoiaed 
upon on this date/ 

The foregoing solution represented the unanimous cpirdon of the Committee 
on Xew States, wth the exception tlaat the Italian representative had made 
the reservation that M. de Martino would have to give a final opinion on 
this point. 

M. DE AIartino said that he had already expressed his opinion that f:r 
reasons of general interest it was advi-?/cie that the ?:in::pal Aided and 
Associated Powers should sign this Trearn The detisions already oaken by 
the Council relative to affairs in one Balkans seemed to him to have created 
many opportunities for trouble in the future. As a general thing he felt that 
these Powers tvho were directly interested in maintaining peace in the 
Balkans should participate more acrively in Balkan affairs. However, as it 
was of great imponance that the present question be settled vrithout further 
delay, he was willing to withdraw his reser\^ation on that occasion. 

It wras decided: 


(1) that the Secretary' General of the Conference reply to the Bulgarian 

Delegation that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers were in 
agreement with the Bulgarian interpretation of the Treaty regarding 
reciprocal immigration betw'een Greece and Bulgaria ; 

(2) to adopt the following resolution, to be dated as of November 27th, 

1919, and to be inserted in the preamble of the Treaty betw'een 
Greece and Bulgaria regarding reciprocal immigration: 

Tn 'view' of the pro\isions of Article 56, paragraph 2, of the Treaty of 
Peace with Bulgaria, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers deem it 
fitting that the reciprocal and voluntary immigration of ethnical, religious 
and linguistic minorities in Greece and Bulgaria should be settled by a 
convention concluded between these twro Pow'ers in the terms decided upon 
on this date.’ 


6. (The Council had before it a draft note, prepared by the Drafting Com- 
mittee, to be sent to the German Government relative 
to demobilized German soldiers in the Schleswig Plebis- 
cite Areas. (See Appendix F).) 

XI. Cambon read the draft note, prepared by the 
Drafting Committee, to be sent to the German Govern- 
ment relative to demobilized German soldiers in the 


Report of the Drafting 
Committee on mainte- 
nance of demobilized 
German Soldiers in the 
Schleswig Plebiscite 
Areas 


Schleswig Plebiscite Areas. 
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It Tvas decided; 

to adopt tile draft note, prepared by the Drafting Committee, to be seat 
to the German Government relative to demobilized German soldiers in the 
Schleswig Plebiscite Areas. (See Appendix F.) 

7. M. Cambox read the resolution adopted by the Council at its preced- 

Rcsohi::on regarding the meeting /H.D. 99, 7 Minute 5). The resolution had 
seat cf negotiations^ pro\ided that the Council reser\'ed to itself the final 
haling to do uith the approval thereof until a further examination. 

relaiicrjihip between SiR E-iTiE Cro\ve said that he accepted the text as 

Pola7id end the Free City 

Oj Dan^.g 'White proposed that paragraph 3 of the resolu- 

tion be modified to read as follows : 

‘ that, prior to the opening of negotiations as provided for in the last para- 
graph, preliminary' studies by a special technical committee shall be made 
at Dantzig. This committee shall be composed of representatives of both 
Poland and Dantzig with the addition of the Allied representative at 
Dantzig. These technical studies, which may serve as a basis for the 
negotiations pro\ided for under paragraph 2, shall be forwarded to Paris 
by this committee not later than one month after the coming into force 
of the Treaty/ 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what the object was in the change suggested by 
Mr. ^Vhite. He wished to know if the word technical was intended to exclude 
anyone. 

^Ir. White replied that it was not. 

M. Gambon said that he likewise was unable to understand the proposed 
change. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if that excluded the preparation of a draft Treaty. 
Mr. ^VHITE said that the object of the proposed change was merely to 
make it clear that only preliminary studies should take place at Dantzig. 

Mr. Dulles called attention to the fact that preliminary discussions had 
already taken place at Warsaw'. If the resolution provided that preliminary' 
discussions should take place at Dantzig it might imply the removal of the 
discussions from Warsaw^ to Dantzig. The Poles and the inhabitants of 
Dantzig both recognized that technical studies must take place at Dantzig. 
He also called attention to the fact that in the change proposed by Mr. White 
a time liinit of one month after the coining into force of the Treaty was 
specified. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observ'ed that it had been proposed to hold these pre- 
liminary discussions at Warsaw. That proposition had been rejected and a 
request had been made on the previous day' that these discussions be trans- 
ferred to Paris. He had then proposed that the preliminary discussions be 
held at Dantzig. He further added that the change proposed by the American 
Delegation contemplated that the Committee engaged in preliminary studies 
should report direct to the Supreme Council. He felt that this procedure was 

7 No. 29. 
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2\Ir. Dulles remarked that discussion- lo^d airouiy oeLun. Thereiore bv 
the time the Tream came into force a further delav cf me month miuht vrdi 
prove sufhcient. He quire agreed that the Reore?cntanve the Allies could 
and should address himself directh* to the Sunreme C ton hi hut he thtuuht 
that the Committee charged tdth the preliminary studie- hotnld alst be able 
to do so. 

M. Caicbon suggested that paragraph 3 be mcdihed to read as folic tvs; 

“that prior to the opening of negotiations as prom dec for in the last para- 
graph, preparatory’ studies of a technical nature and preliminary discus- 
sions. to which the Allied Representative in the free citv of Dan mi 5 “ should 
be a parrc, take place at Dantzig. Vfitlcin a maximum delay of n'*o months 
alter the coining into ibrce of the Treaty the ^a:d ?v.epresentath’e sltould 
send to Paris, together with a repc-rt. the prcposuls which ivculi have been 
prepared at Danizig and tvhich w’culd serve as a basis fcr tloe nea’Ctiations 
provided for in the preceding paragraph^ 

Mr. Whizr agreed to that mcdincation if it were satisfactory' to the Poles. 
Sir Eyre CROtstE pcinied out that under the terms of the Treat}’ of Peace 
with Germany’ that was a matter for the decision of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers onh\ 

M. Caaibox said that the Poles were interested in making preliminary 
studies and in participating in discussions, but they were not entitled to 
decide finally’ the question involved. 

Mr. ^Vhite wondered what the result would be if the Poles should refuse 
to accept the plan proposed. 

M. Caiibon inquired whether Mr. WTdte really’ expected such a refusal 
on their part. He pointed out that the Poles had asked to have the negotia- 
tions transferred to Paris, and their request had been granted. Ail that w’as 
necessary’ was to tell the Poles that it had been decided to grant their request. 

M. Berthelot observ’ed that certain questions necessarily had to be studied 
on the spot. He thought however, that the Council could reach a decision on 
that day and if necessary^ communicate it to the Poles. If the Poles had any 
observations to present, the Council could, he thought, decide on the follow- 
ing day’ w’hether or not to take them into account. 

Mr. White said that Dantzig had been taken away’ from Germany and 
made a free city’ not so much for the good of the inhabitants of Dantzig as for 
the benefit of the population of Poland. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked Mr. ^ Vhite what action he thought should be taken 
in case the Poles did not accept the plan proposed. ^Vas it his intention that 
the Council should yield to the Poles? 

J^Ir. White thought that the matter could then be discussed again. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that there was no point in that as the Council 
alone was charged with the duty of deciding. 


II D d 


401 



M. DE Martino pointed out that in all probability the Poles would 
willingly accept this plan. 

Mr. "sVhite felt that he could only accept the resolution proposed after 
hearing the view of tlie Poles. 

Sir Eyre CROt\'E thought that meant not coming to a decision. 

(After some further discussion. 

It was decided: 

(1) to accept textuailv the first two paragraphs of the resolution taken at 

the preceding meeting of the Council (H.D. 99,7 Minute 5, November 
24th, 1919) : 

(2) that the third paragraph of said resolution be modified to read as 

follows : 

‘‘that prior to the opening of negotiations as provided for in the 
last paragraph, preparatory studies of a technical nature and 
preliminary discussions, to w'hich the Allied Representative in 
the free city of Dantzig should be a party, take place at Dantzig. 
Within a maximum delay of two months after the coming into 
force of the Treaty the said Representative should send to Paris, 
together with a report, the proposals vrhich w^ould have been 
prepared at Dantzig and which woxdd serve as a basis for the 
negotiations provided for in the preceding paragraph.’ 

(3) that the entire resolution be communicated on that day to the Polish 

Delegation, and that if said Delegation had any observations to 
present the Council w'ould examine them at an early meeting.) 


8. (The Council had before it a letter dated November 1 5th from General 
Tcherbatcheff regarding Russian war material and supplies 
left in Roumania. (See Appendix G) .) 

M. Berthelot pointed out that General Tcher- 
batcheff’s note alluded to a joint letter of the Ministers 
Plenipotentiary’ of France, England, the United States and 
Italy, dated March 3rd, 1918. As the text of that joint 
letter w^as not available he had telegraphed to the French Charge d’ Affaires 
at Bucharest to obtain the same. He thought it would be well to await the 
receipt of that joint letter and to examine the same before taking any action 
on General Tcherbatcheff’s note. 


Disposal of Russian 
War Alaterial left in 
Roumania after De- 
mobilization of the 
Russian Army 


(This was agreed to.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


H6tel de Crillon, 

Paris, Js'ovember 2 j, igig. 
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A??exi;::v A t 
Telegram frcm Ge::ercl yie:. 




To the Supreme Council: ; 

In order to assure free evacuation of the German :or2c*s, ccrn 
lishment of a line of demarkation east of the Taurcg ren-Ch 
Lithuanian Government tvas invited by ’rs to obser'/e this line. 
Lithuanian forces attacked this line in several places on entl 




locaiit}'. 

In order to put a stop to the Sghts begun, I sent to the spot Allied omcers of the 
Mission, vdth Colonel Dosse^ and Admiral Heppman.^ 

'We informed the German Government that v/e cannot authorize it to transport 
troops beyond the frontier of East Prussia. Hovrever, yosko decided to send con- 
tingents to assure the protection of the raihvay. The first convoy is aheady past 
the frontier. The strength of the contingents to be sent has not been communicated 
to us. The forces at the disposal of General Eberhardt ^*vere sufficient to guarantee 
the secui'itj.’' of the Tauroggen-Chavli raihva)'. We think that die o mcers v 'iuo i*.'ere 
sent there ’Aiil suffice to restore order. 

It ivould be advisable to exercise, without delay, an cnergedc pressure on the 
German Government, in order to prevent the amval of neiv troops from rendering 
more difficult the settlement of an already intricate situation. 


Appemdix B to No. 30 

yovember 

From: M. Foch. 

To: General Niessel, President of the Interallied Commissions on Baltic Terri- 
tories, Tilsiit. 

In accordance with the Conference: 

I approve all measures taken in order to put a stop to the Lithuanian attacks 
against the Ciiavli-Taurogen railway. 

Full authority is given to you by the Conference to assure the evacuation of the 
Baltic pro\dnces by the Germans, and consequently, to take in Berlin the action 
w’hich you might deem proper. 

Any interv’cntion of the Conference would only ’weaken your action, and wouid 
run the risk of being too late. 

Fogh 


Appendix F to No. 30 
Proposed Xofe to be addressed to Germatiy^'^ 

Drafting Committee of the Peace Conference. paris, J\ovember 24, 19^9* 
Re demobilized Germans at Fle?isborg. 

According to information which has reached the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, German authorities are placing in the Schleswig plebiscite zone 
men supposed to be demobilized from the German military and naval forces. 

* Chief of Staff to General Niessel. 

® The Grennan representative with General NicssePs mis sion. 

The French texts of this note and of M. Cambon^s presentation of it in the Supreme 
Council (see minute 6 above) are printed by A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit., p. 33^* 
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The Principal Allied and Associated Powers inform the German Government 
that if; according to Article 109 of the Treaty of Versailles, ‘military persons, 
officers, non-commissioned officers and soldiers of the German army, who are 
natives of the zone of Schlestdg in which the plebiscite is taken, shall be given the 
ODporrjn:t\' 10 rerarn to their native place in order to take part in the voting there’, 
it is not the intention of the said Powers to tolerate in the zone in which the plebis- 
cite is taken, supposedly demobilized men who do not come within the category 
referred to in the Treaty. 


Appendix G to No. 30 

The Represextati\*e of the Russian AR:^^ES with the Allied Governments 

AND High Command. 

PARIS, November jj, igig. 

No. 11571. 

From: General Tcherbatcheff, Military’ Representative of the Supreme Chief of 

Russia with the Allied Governments and High Command. 

To: The President of the Council, Minister of \Var. 

I have the honour to call your attention to the fact that, during the demobiliza- 
tion of the Russian Armies on the Roumanian front, I have as Commander-in- 
Chief of that front, and in accord t\ith the plenipotentiary ministers of the Entente 
in Roumania, elaborated the order in w’hich the material and iv'ar supplies left in 
Roumania were to be kept and restored afterwards to Russia. 

The plenipotentiary’ ministers of France, England, United States of America 
and Italy, communicated to me in their joint letter of March 3/16, 1918, copy of 
two notes addressed by them to the Roumanian President of the Council and in 
which the plenipotentiary ministers explained their essential point of view on 
Russian goods, namely: that these goods remain the property of Russia, that the 
Roumanian Government was to keep them temporarily, and had no right not 
only to use them, but still [?less], to transport them \\’ithout previous authorization 
by the representatives of the Entente Powers which had guaranteed that property. 
The Roumanian Government consented to those stipulations. 

During the German occupation of Roumania the plenipotentiary ministers of the 
above-mentioned Entente Powers, in a joint letter of July 13/26, 1918, confirmed 
to the Roumanian Government that they maintained the same point of view’ with 
respect to the Russian property w^hich remained in Roumania. 

After the organization of Denekin’s volunteer army, the question arose of using 
our material and w’ar supplies which remained in Roumania. 

With the assistance of the representatives of the Entente in Roumania, the 
authorization w’as obtained from the Roumanian Cabinet (Decision December 14, 
1918, No. 1103) to send a small part of this material and supplies to General 
Denekin’s Army. 

But, in spite of the entire help of the representatives of the Entente Powers in 
Roumania, and of the reiterated promises of the representatives of the Roumanian 
Gk)vernment, General Denekin’s Army only received a very small part of our 
property. 

Furthermore, hindering us by every means from receiving this property which 
belongs to us, the Roumanian Ministry^ of War had not only been taking stock 
of all Russian store houses, but has been appropriating our goods for its owm use, 
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the Srst place, rihes, cartridges and mjrdtions. hen\y ariider;^'. and machine gar-s. 


As the Entente Potrers consented lo protect the proper:;^ of Knngar>'. their 
former enemy, from the exaggerated pretensior^ c: Roamania, they cannot t-rere 
it only for the sacrifices made by Russia ignore tine plandering of P^uisian propsrty 
vrhich remained in Ronmania. including ’rar material of fcrr ’-three irhantiy 
divisions of t\velve battalions each. 

These goods are recognized as our prtperty by the En:^rn:e Prreis; and v:ere 
only turned over for temporary safe-keeping to the Roumir.ian Gtvernment, and 
they are a: the present time indispensable to :he Russian .\rm:es. h are .'aging 
a hard v/ar agair*5t the Bclshstdsts. 

I beg you to kindly iih’orm me of the decisions taken in mis matter. 

GE-VZiUA-L Tcksrbatchef? 


No. 31 

H.D. loi.] J\‘oies of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fite Great 
Powers held in M. Pichorrs Room^ Quai d'Orsaj\ Paris, on Frldav. 
Xoiember 28^ ip/p, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: E'.O.A.: Hon. F. L. Poik; secretary. Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir E->Te Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

Fratice: M. Giemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasra, M. Berihelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin, Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The follo'vv'ing vrere also present for items in which they were concerned : 

USA. : Rear-Admiral McCuUy, U.S.X., Lieut.-Coinmander Koehler, 
U.S.X., Colonel J. A. Logan, Dr. J. B. Scott, Dr. I. Bowman. 
British Empire: Sir R. Tower, Air. Palairet, Mr. A. Leeper, Air. Carr, 
Captain Fuller, R.X., Commander Alacnamara, R.N., Lieut.- 
Colonel Kisch. 

France: AI. Gambon, General Le Rond, M. Kammerer, AI. Leygues, 
Commandant Le Vavasseur. 

Italy: Admiral Cagni, AI. Ricci Busatti, AI. DelFAbbadessa, AI. 

Stranieri, Capt. de Cor\’ette Ruspoli. 

Japan: AI. Shigemiisu. 
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I. M. Clemslxceau asked yL Georges Leygues to discuss the last British 
proposal relative to the distribution of enemy surface warships, 
dated Xovember 14th (see Appendix A'). 

.tw. » -y Georges Leygues said that for many months the naval 

experts had discussed the question of distribution of enemy w'arships without 
being able to reach an agreement. Great Britain and the United States w^ere 
of the opinion that those ships should be destroyed. France asked to keep 
the ships which would be allotted to her, and desired, on the other hand, to 
obtain an additional share owing to its inability to build warships on account 
of the war, France ha\dng been forced to concentrate all her energies towards 
the production of war material, not only for herself but also for her Allies. 

The British note of November 14th was an effort to bring together the 
different points of view and to come finally to an agreement. The French 
Navy was equally very desirous to settle a question which had been under 
discussion for such a long time, and although the British proposal did not 
agree on important questions with the French point of view, he felt ready on 
his part to accept it as a basis for discussion. 

He then read and commented upon the different paragraphs of the British 
proposal. 

M. Glemenceau said he did not understand the purpose of paragraph 6, 
w^hich allotted to each one of the five Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
a certain number of ships for the period of one year. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that it had been pointed out that certain Powers 
were anxious to have ships temporarily allotted, which they might use either 
for propaganda, or experimental purposes. The British Government did not, 
however, attach much importance to that proposal, and w^ould not disap- 
prove the omission of the paragraph in question. 

M- Leygues said those ships might to some extent be considered as 
trophies. Furthermore, they might be of use from the point of view of instruc- 
tion, and also for firing practice. He was not averse to accepting the para- 
graph as proposed by the British Delegation. 

Mr. Polk said he would have to offer objections on certain points of the 
British proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that under those circumstances , it would b e prefer- 
able to discuss the proposal submitted to the Council paragraph by paragraph. 

Captain Fuller then read paragraph i of the British proposal. 

Mr. Polk wished to ask why the question of distribution of surface enemy 
w’^arships had been treated separately firom that of submarines. The American 
point of view was that the submarines should likewise be destroyed. 

Captain Fuller said those two questions had always been discussed 
separately and it was to be feared that if they were to mix them up at this 
time, they would find it impossible to come to an agreement. 

Mr. Polk asked what advantage there was in discussing those questions 
separately. Did certain Powers wish to keep enemy submarines? 

^ Not printed. This appendix contained two documents which were respectively identical 
with No. 24, appendices C and B, q.v. 
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part 01 ner cut. matena.. "vmch resulted in placing the Allies in a better 
simaiion than the one they had before the Scapa Fiovr incident, and which 
rewarded them tO' som.e extent 'Aidi the criine coiniritted by the Germans. 
At any rate, he considered that the ratio of two percent attributed to the 
United States was not fair, and that they should get more. 

Captain Fuller said they had only given round numbers, and for that 
reason the results indicated in the note were net absolutely final. Those 
figures, however, should not be greatly changed if the criterion of losses 
suffered by the different navies was maintained, %vmch criterion had formed 
the basis for their work. 

As far as the British share was concerned, they did not absolutely insist 
upon having a ratio of seventy percent given them, although that repre- 
sented the exact percentage of their losses as compared \\ith the losses of the 
other navies. 


Mr. Polk asked whether the naval experts could not examine once more 
those percentages and make the necessaiy^ changes. 

Captain Fuller said that in order to accomplish that work successfully, 
they should know” precisely what basis to adopt, it had been suggested on 
the American side that the national effort of the different Allies should be 
taken as a basis for distribution- It seemed, however, extremely difficult, if 
not indeed impossible, to calculate the national effort of a Power, and they 
had preferred not to embark upon a course w'hich would lead them to making 
delicate comparisons. 

]Mr. Polk stated his instructions did not allow' him to accept the figure of 
2 %. He admitted that the national effort of the different Powers w’as indeed 
difficult to figure out and compare, but he thought that by discussing the 
question with the naval experts he might succeed in putting together the 
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foundations of an agreement. He would find it impossible to make a definite 
proposal on that da\% but he hoped to be able to do so the following day. He 
wished to repeat that as the United States meant to destroy their share of the 
enemy warships it only entailed as far as they were concerned a question of 
principle, but that question interested the national American feeling to a very 
high degree. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that before starting to change the percentage, it was 
necessary to agree on the general basis to be adopted, 

M. Clemexceau thought it would be wise to adjourn the discussion of 
paragraph 2 of the British proposal until the next meeting. One might hope 
that in that time an agreement w’ould be arrived at between Mr. Polk and 
the naval experts. 

(The discussion of paragraph 2 of the British proposal was adjourned 

to the following day.) 

Captain Fuller then read paragraph 3. 

(The principle of paragraph 3 was adopted.) 

Captain Fuller then read paragraph 4. 

Mr. Polk said he did not object to accepting that paragraph; he, how- 
ever, wished to state once more that they considered that a decision of the 
Council in demanding reparations from the Germans for the scuttling of their 
fleet at Scapa Flow’ had been a mistake. It w^as an entirely questionable 
principle, that of profiting by the enemy’s crimes in order to reward them- 
selves. 

(Paragraph 4 was adopted.) 

Captain Fuller then read paragraph 5. 

(Paragraph 5 was adopted.) 

Captain Fuller then read the 6th and last paragraph of the British pro- 
posal. 

Mr. Polk said he did not have any fundamental objection to that para- 
graph, but considered the w^ording might weU be modified. He also made 
the same remark concerning paragraph 3. He w’ould like to discuss that 
question of form with Captain Fuller and the naval experts. 

Captain Fuller said there remained a question on which the naval 
experts wished to have the decision of the Supreme Council. A certain 
number of small Powers had requested to have enemy warships handed over 
to them. Some of those Powers had even put forw^ard fairly extravagant 
claims, either for surface warships or for submarines. In case the Council 
should decide to refuse those requests, they still had to consider the question 
w^hether small patrol boats should be handed over to those Powers to be used 
for policing purposes. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if they decided to grant the requests made them 
by the small Powers, they would have to decide whether the ships should be 
taken from the enemy fleet or ceded by the Allies. 

M. Glemengeau said that the latter alternative presented certain dis- 
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fore. did not have any right to ehtain -hips in contnensntitn tfT'Sr^ the}' had 
not sidfered. 

Admiral Caox: said that that case had alread}’ been cnarnined in paia- 
graph 2 of the British proposal under discussion. Thar paragraph spetined 
which were the small Powers which had suffered Ic'sses and -vhich ctnse- 
qizently were entitled to compensation. 

M. Clemenceau said he thought it very difncult to embark on a pro teunre 
which -ivould lead to giving the small Pcivers tvhich had not suffered losses 
during the war either a share cf enenv;* v'arships er e"’en small vessels intended 
to be used for police w'ork. The case of Pov.'ers alluded to in paragraph 2 v as. 
of course, reserved. 


M. DS Martcn’O said thet the British memora- 


tdurn of Cut to or 


recognized the principle that none of the small Allied States wnien nan net 
suffered losses should receive enemy ^varships. That principle had been 
adopted by the Frerxch and Italian Delegations. Xaturally that was all the 
more applicable to new* and to neutral States as paragraph 'C’ of the British 
note for that matter specified. 

M. Cleivienceau said he thought that the Council agreed in refusing the 
request of the small Powers, whether for warships or small patrol boats. 


It was decided: 

(1) to adopt paragraphs 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the British proposal dated 

Xovemher 14, 1919, relative to the distribution of enemy surface 
w'arships, paragraphs 3 and 6, how'ever. being subject to modifica- 
tions of form : 

(2) that !Mr. Polk should examine wdth the naval experts the questions 

raised by paragraph 2 of the British proposal and that he should 
make a proposi on that subject at the next meeting of the Council ; 

(3) that the Pow ers, other than those referred to in paragraph 2. should be 

given neither ships of war nor ships intended for police w ork. (See 
Appendix A.)^ 


2- M. Cai^ibon said that at its meeting of November 25tli, the Supreme 
Council had adopted the following resolution concerning 

yegoiiatwns between negotiations between Poland and the City of Dant- 

Poland and ike City cf . ^ , 

n * 

As he had been instructed by the Council, he had 
communicated the above resolution to M. Patek, who had been satisfied 
with it on the whole, but had expressed the desire to obtain tw^o modifications 
relative to paragraph 3 of that resolution. 

- See paragraph 5 of appendix B to Xo. 24. 

3 M. Gambon here read out the resolution recorded ai the conclusion of Xo. 30, minute 7, 
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As indicated in the note %vhich the Council had before it (see Appendix 
Patek desired it should be clearly brought out that only preparatory 
studies of a purely technical character should take place at Dantzig, and that 
political negotiations should be held in Paris- In order to avoid all mis- 
understanding on that point, M. Patek asked for the suppression, in para- 
graph 3, of the following words: "et des pourparlers’ (English text: 'and 
preliminary discussions’}. M. Patek further asked that the period of two 
months within which the proposals prepared at Dantzig should be trans- 
mitted to Paris, be reduced to one month. He contended that the Polish 
situation was extremely precarious and that she^ had the greatest interest in 
being put in a position to profit without delay from all advantages that those 
negotiations might confer upon her. 

Sm Eyre Crowte reminded the Supreme Council of his warning that if 
their decisions 'ivere continually submitted to the Poles for approval, they 
w’ouid receive a succession of objections. The Polish objection to the word 
'pourparlers’ only reproduced the objection put forward by the American 
delegation. He was quite willing to omit the w^ord. But if nothing was put 
in its place, the result would be to exclude the Poles themselves from the 
discussions at Dantzig; for 'pourparlers’ implied the participation of both 
parties, w^hilst 'studies techniques’ [i*2k] might be limited to one of the parties. 
Nor was it possible to admit the exclusion of 'political’ questions; in practice 
no hard-and-fast line could be drawm by questions which were political and 
questions w’hich were economical. He would propose to adopt the following 
wording, which he thought w’ould in substance meet all objections: 

'3. that, prior to the opening of negotiations as provided for in the last 
paragraph, preparatory studies of a technical nature in which representa- 
tives of Poland and of the free city of Dantzig participate, under the 
chairmanship of the Allied Representative at Dantzig, should take place 
at Dantzig;’ 

Ivf. GA]!kfBON said he personally was of the opinion that Sir Eyre Crowe’s 
proposed modification should be accepted; it defined happily the situation, 
w^hilst satisfying the Polish request. 

Sir Eyre Crow^ said that on the second point raised by the Poles, he 
would remark that the period of two months, which he himself had proposed, 
w^as far from being extravagant, considering that the negotiations were to 
take place between Poland and the city of Dantzig and that the latter had 
first of all to be constituted by the League of Nations. As a matter of fact, 
the period of two months was a maximum and there was nothing to prevent 
the negotiations being ended before that period expired. 

M. Glemengeau was of the opinion that they should stand by the original 
period of two months. 

It was decided: 

(1) to change the text of the first sentence of paragraph 3 of the resolution 

^ Not printed. This note from M. Patek, dated at Paris on November 26, 1919, wais as 
summarized by M, Cambon. s j Poland. 


410 



of fa- a.- :,' Ia —i. i :l2. J 

tile fre-e city cf Daiitz:::. o.- £.w.“- ■;: 

’.3^^ that, yrior to the op*-a;nL' of cLe^ ■j-.r 'r\i>Iea fj: h: ;a*-t 

paragraph. preparaE-^ry ^radie- of a h. v;L::]. r-nta- 

tives of Poland and of the free city of i .arl.jhc.v'c-. i;x“id-r the ehiiij- 

sianship of tiie Allied Kepres'-utative at I'Uii.ltAn -h. ''d.l E;:k-* at 

Dantzig f 

t2_; to maintain %vitLui:t modification the =ov-( nid ■ - i>j‘ ^.-rai^ruth 3 

of the above mentioned re-*dnt:nii. 


3 - 

[Xor printed’ 

if Fs dg*: 

Cor^zih at Dafj^Lg t:b] 
to thi, a£f.?i:t£ es:ablL\‘ 
rierd of frf ’to r::; 


[Xot primed”. 

Ccvin:iiOi::at:cn of 
Artkie sog of the T^eai} 
of VersaiUts to Siaitz 
and to Szi't'den 


5. M. Bes-THELOt read and commented upon a letter from the President 
Requestor ike A^usirian Committee on Organization of the Reparation 


Commission reladve to the question (see Appendix E’;. 
After a short discussion, 

It M'as decided: 

to refer to the Economic Commission the letter of the 
President of the Committee on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission dated November 21st, relative to the request of 
the Au-^trian Delegation for the insertion of an article in the Hungarian 
Treaty to guarantee food supplies from Hungary to Austria. (See Apuen- 
dix E.") 


Delegation for ihe inser- 
izQTi of an Article in the 
Hungariem Treeijf to 
Guarantee Food Sapplks 
from Hungary :u Austria 


^ ‘After a short discussion’ the Supreme Council decided to adopt a note from the French 
Delegation, dated November 27, 1919 t'appendix D in original}, proposing that the French 
Government should now imdte Spain and S'iveden to adhere to the provisions of article 435 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 

” Not printed. In this letter M. Loucheur transmitted certain obsenr^ations by Baron 
Zichhoff to the effect that ‘before the dismemberment of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Alonarchy, Vienna and the .Alpine countries, which constitute the present territory of the 
Republic, received their supplies of flour, meat, fat and dain." products from Hungary as 
they procured coal from the regions which today form part of Gzecho-Slovakia and Poland. 
As regards coal. Art. 224 of the Peace Treaty with .Austria fonnally guaranteed exportation 
from Czecho-Siovak and Polish mines to Austria. M. Eichhoff asks that in the future 
Treaty with Hungary an article be inserted similar to the article mentioned treating with 
the exportation of Hungarian foodstuffs to Austria. Of course, in compensation, this article 
w’ould also contain a pro\ision guaranteeing the Hungarian State rights corresponding to 
the demands stipulated in favour of Austria; effectively, this provision -would guarantee to 
Hungary such industrial products and especially agricultural implements which Austria 
usually furnishes her. M. Eichhoff thinks that such an arrangement ^vould contribute to 
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6. Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had received from the British Charge 
d'Afiaires at Bucharest a telegram indicating that the Allied note 
jRcmrian.G?2 Roumanian Government had been delivered on November 

IC71S 

24th. The Roumanians had professed to be at the height of a 
cabinet crisis^ and that the new cabinet would need a few days to examine 
the note. Their argument seemed somehow to have impressed the Allied 
representatives at Bucharest. The British Charge d’ Affaires suggested that 


an additional period of two days be granted to the Roumanians. The Italian 
Minister, more generous, proposed to give them twenty days. It seemed to 


him that the Allied representatives at Bucharest did not quite realize the 
situation. The additional Protocol to the Treaty with Bulgaria gave Rou- 


mania a supplemental^' period of eight days in which to sign that diplomatic 
document. It was therefore absolutely necessary that the Roumanian 


answer arrive before the expiry of the period fixed by the Protocol. He 
thought it would be important to inform the Allied representatives at 
Bucharest of that situation. 


M. Berthelot thought that the Council w'ould agree to reckoning the 
period only from the day when the note had been handed to the Roumanian 
Government, that is to say, November 24th. Accepting that starting point, 
the period would expire on the following Tuesday, December 2nd, at midday. 
They ought to consider that, in his opinion, the Roumanians had not ex- 


ceeded that period, provided their reply had left Bucharest before the 2nd of 
December at midday. The slowmess of communications ought to be kept in 
mind and their reply might take 48 hours to arrive at Paris. In that case 
it would coincide almost exactly with the period fixed in the protocol and 
expiring on Friday, the 5th of December, at midday. They could make 
known to the Roumanians by their representatives at Bucharest that if the 
Supreme Council were not in possession by the 5th of December at midday 
of a satisfactory' reply from the Roumanians the measures announced in the 
last note of the Allies would be put into effect. He had had a visit that morn- 
ing from M. Antonescu. The latter had led him to understand that if he 


might let it be known at Bucharest, as his personal impression and without 
committing the Council in any way, that the Allies would be disposed to 
grant certain concessions in the ^'linorities Treaty,^ the acceptance of that 
Treaty by Roumania would be greatly facilitated. The points to which 
Roumania attached the greatest importance were: 

First, the omission in the preamble of the following passage: 

'Considering that, in the Treaty of Berlin, the independence of the Eang- 
dom of Roumania had only been recognized conditionally; 

'Considering further, that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
wished to recognize the independence of the Kingdom of Roumania un- 
conditionally, in its former and new territories.’ 


bringing back to work the agricultural populations in Hungary and the industrial in 
Austria, and in case the Peace Conference should care to approve it, he would be at the 
disp>ositioxi of the latter to determine the drafting of a text corresponding to his suggestion.* 
^ Gf. Vol. I, No. 29, minute 8 and note 14. 
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Second, the insertion in the nreainble 
Treaty had been accepted by Roumania 
menr. in order to prevent Rcumardan c pin: on irc 


oniv atter ‘a: 


menr. in orner to prevent is^cumarnan c pin: on ircm :cn-:nennr 
as having been pnreiy and simply imposed unon R:nrnan:a. Tha 
lion, iike the previons one, seemed to him personally quite arocp: 

Third, the Roumanian Minister had asked finally — and this 
serious — for the omission of the ttvo articles numbered : o and : : 
ihe situation cf the Jetvs. He also asked that the Allies consent to t: 
in the preamble of a senterxe by v;hich tire Allied, and Assooirr 
would recognize the 'dccret lof of May 22 , 10:9, concerning ilt 
Jews in Roumania. 

Sir Eyre Groove considered it quite possible to omit the two a: 
cerning Jev*'s which had latterly been criticized as going into rco m 
all the more so as the Jews themsehres did not seem, to be narticula 
10 have those articles retained. On the ether hand he great : 
inserting in the protocol a reference to the 'decret loi' of hliy an, : 
‘decret loi" was. as a matter of fact, far from satisfying the Je, 
making special reference to it. the Poovers would seem to atkno'.vb: 
was a sufficient concession on the part of the Roum.anians. F or : 


Po' 'Xrs 


he did not think it possible to accept M. Antonescu's suggestion hut he vyculd 
not object to the omission, pure and simple, cf the two articles in the Treaty 
concerning JewSj the more so as general guarantees applying to all Minorities 
remained in force in the Treaty with Roumania and would constitute 
sufficient protection for the Jews. 

M. Berthelot said that the French Delegation had accepted the two articles 
on the Jews so as not to differ from the majority of the Commission, but it 
was of the opinion that those articles were unnecessary, especially with regard 
lo the recognition of the Sabbath as a legal holiday. 

M. DE Martino said that on the New States Commission, of which he had 
been a member, he had thought that in the interest of the Jews themselves it 
would be a mistake to ask special pri\dleges for them. Such a way of acting 
could only end in deepening further the gulf which separated them from 
the rest of the population, with w'hich on the contrary they should make an 
effort to identify themselves. In Jewish circles opinion was, for that matter, 
divided upon the expediency of such privileges ; the more uncompromising 
Jew’5 demanded them, but those of more liberal tendency did not w’ish even 
to hear about them. He, therefore, identified himself ver\" w’illingly with 
the proposal to omit articles 10 and ii dealing with the Jews. 

^IR. Polk said that he saw^ no difficulty as far as concerned the preamble, 
but could they not, for the Jew’^s, adopt a text similar to that which occurred 
in the Greek ^linorities Treaty? 

M. Berthelot said that in the Treaty with Greece articles specially 
referring to the Jew’s no longer appeared. 

Sir Eyre Crow’e said that J^Ir. Polk alluded to a text which had realiy 
figured in the draft Treaty with Greece, but which, for reasons unknown to 
him, had disappeared from the final text. In his opinion, it w’ould be best 
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that the Ne'^v States Commission should meet that afternoon and try to agree 
on a text which -would be submitted to the Council at its next meeting. 

M. said he thought he should point out that the omission 

in the Treaty with Roumania of articles concerning Jews might have its effect 
on the Treat}’ with Poland. Poland w’ouid not fail indeed to ask the omission 
of the guarantees she had granted to the Jewish element if it appeared that 
similar guarantees were not asked of Roumania. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the situation of the Jews in Poland was excep- 
tionally unfavourable and that the regulations in favour of the Jews imposed 
upon Poland justified themselves. 

He wished to return to the question of the time limit. Were they to grant 
an extension of two days to the Roumanians when the latter had not asked 
them for anything? That would seem to him extremely difficult. He w^ould 
rather suggest that the Roumamans be informed through the Allied repre- 
sentatives at Bucharest that they could not modif>^ the terms of their ulti- 
matum which had been adopted only after ripe reflection, and that the 
Roumanian answer should be handed to the Allied representatives at 
Bucharest before December and at midday. They ought to say in addition, 
for the sake of their representatives, that, the time limit laid down by the 
protocol expiring on December 5th at midday, the Roumanian answer should 
reach Paris before that date. They would further have to consider whether 
it would not be ad\isable, in the event of the situation not improving at 
Bucharest, to publish the last note of the Allies to Roumania. That was a 
question which they might well discuss at the next meeting. 

It was decided: 

(1) to instruct the Allied representatives at Bucharest to inform the 

Roumanian Government that its answer should be delivered to them 
before December 2nd at midday ; 

(2) to inform the Allied representatives at Bucharest that the Roumanian 

answer should be telegraphed without delay to Paris so as to reach 
the Coimcil before Deceinber 5th at midday, on which date expires 
the time limit laid down in the additional protocol to the Treaty 
with Bulgaria for the signature of said Treaty by Roumania ; 

(3) to refer to the New States Commission, which shall submit a report to 

the Cormcil at its next meeting, the examination of changes re- 
quested by the Roumanian Delegation in the preamble and in the 
terms of the Slinoiities Treaty with Roumania. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crilloriy 

Parisy November 28^ igig. 
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Italj: yi. de Z'Jardrio: Tiomdctd 

jzp£n: 2\L Matsiii: segrztap.y. 1%1. Kjz.. 2 .L 


Joint Secretarl-^t: L\S,A,: Czzt. G. A. Gord^r. 

G. Lothian Small. Frar^e: M. dt Psrcln, 
Interpreter: M. Zvlanto'ux. 



The follc’ 


dng 'vere also present for ihe herns in *..T::in they ere ccn:er::e:d: 
U.S,A,: Rear-Admiral McCLly, U,5.X.. CohnsI J. A. Liran. L:en:.- 
Commander Kcehler. U.S.X.. Z\L\ A. Dulles. Cm:. H. Pierre. 
Rrirhn Captain Fallen R.X,, C:m;nnnder hlamnninra. RDh. 

Zvir. Codes. Z’Jr. Z. H* Carr^ CDlonel Seadom. Lieu:.-CDl:ne. ZLisrh. 
Frc'ise: l\l. Georges Leygues, LI. Gambon. General ''•Ve^'gand, Z**L 
Laroche. Commandant Le Vavassenr, Ivl. Kammerer. 

JroZv: Admiral Cagni, LL Z\IancioIi. Z^I. Strarderi, Capt. de Con’ette 
Ruspoli. 

Japan: LX. Shigemitsu. 


I, LIr. Polk stated that he had been unable to come lo an agreement \^dth 
the na\'ai experts as to the questions raised by paragraph 2 
British proposal (see h.d. ioi. Appen^dLx Ay ; he 
would therefore have to refer the matter to Washington, 

Sir Eyre CRO^ra asked if this meant referring the whole question. 

LI. Cle5,iexceau explained that the points raised in paragraph 2 of the 
British proposal were alone meant. 

Mr. Polk agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to know ^vhat the United States" proposal ^vas. 

Mr. Polk explained that they had been unable to come to an agreement 
as to figures. The amount of national effort, as a basis of distribution, which 
had been proposed in committee by the American representatives, had now 
been abandoned. Captain Fuller had proposed certain figures which were 
arbitral*}", inasmuch as they were not based on exact data, and which the 
American representatives could not accept without referring the question to 
Washington. 

Sir Eyre Groove wished to know what basis of distribution was desired. 
If the United States had abandoned the idea of having national effort the 
basis of distribution, w’hat other basis could be adopted except the clear one 
of losses ? He wished to know if the United States desired a still different 
basis. He did not see how" the principle of distribution according to per- 
^ See No. 31, note i and No. 24, appendix C. 
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centas[e of losses sustained in the war could be combined with another 
principle, for example, that of national effort. 

Mr. Polk nointed out that the basis proposed was a distribution of 70 
to Great Britain, ro^o to France, io‘^o Italy, 8^0 to Japan and 2% to the 
United States. He felt that the effort of the United States had been larger 
than was refiected in such a distribution. The United States had had eight 
super-dreadnoughts ^^dth the Grand Fleet and, he thought, more destroyers 
than any other Power. The United States did not desire to keep the ships in 
question but considered it was a question of principle which affected the 
national feeling. The question was one of satisfying public opinion. The 
United States might have over-esdmated the effort it had made, but did not 
feel that a 2*^0 distribution correctly estimated or reflected its effort. He 
wished, further, to point out that the basis of loss suffered took into account 
ships which had been lost not necessarily in action; a great many had been 
lost in harbour and it was not sure whether or not they had been lost as a 
result of enemy action. For instance, some of the losses might have been the 
result of boiler explosions and similar accidents. 

Admiral Cagni stated that the large Italian ships which had been lost 
in harbour had clearly been destroyed by enemy action, and that this was 
susceptible of proof by documents in his possession. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that his sole desire was to arrive at clearness. The 
discussion still left obscure the position as regards the principal issue. He 
would like to know if the United States wished to eliminate from the basis of 
losses suffered, ships not sunk at sea by enemy action. 

Mr. Polk said that this was not what he had in mind. The figures then 
under discussion of losses suffered were arbitrary. Xo hard and fast rule had 
been adopted for determining these losses; for instance, it seemed to him that 
the 10*^0 of losses as given for France and Italy did not correspond exactly 
with the losses suffered. He wished again to point out that some of the ships 
lost might or might not have been lost as a result of enemy action. 

M. DE AIartino said he wished to disagree formally with that last point 
of Jvir, Polk’s. Italian losses had not been arbitrarily calculated. The vessels 
lost in port had been lost as a result of enemy machinations. The result was 
just the same if a ship were lost in this way as if it had been sunk at sea. He 
therefore maintained his point of view that ships lost in that manner must 
enter into the calculations of losses suffered. 

Mr. Polk thought that M. de Martino was putting up a man of straw to 
be knocked dowm. He, himself, was not questioning the right to include such 
losses in the calculation of losses suffered, nor was he questioning the fact 
that some Italian ships might have been sunk in port by enemy action. If it 
could be proved that such w^as the case, then there could be no question as 
to its being proper to include such losses in the calculation of losses suffered. 
All he had said w^as that, as a general matter, some of the ships included in the 
calculations of losses might well not have been lost as a result of enemy action. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he unfortunately had a passion for clearness 
but he still remained confused. He w^ould like again to ask w’hat the standard 
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G c-vt^rnmer. 


Captai^' Fvllzr stated ikai b^v- actual calculations the French and Italian 
losses were almost identical: 10*70% for the French and 1 1*4.5 
Iialians- 

Si3t Eyrz Crowe proposed the foilo'^Aing solution : to accept as the standard 
the percentage of warships sunk by definitely proved action of the enemy 
’^vheiher at sea or in port. 

An:ciRAL Cagxi pointed out that in the event of such a solution being 
adopted it would be necessam' to institute an inquiry for each ship lost. In 
many cases losses were due to collisions resulting from war navigating con- 
ditions. Such losses -v^ere as fully entitled to be included as losses result- 
ing more directly from enemy action. Certainly the most long drawn out 
inquiries in each case v/ould have to be expected. 

M. CLEimxcEAU declared that he was ready to accept Sir Eyre Crowe's 
proposal. 

Mr. Polk again pointed out that he would have to get instructions from 
his Government. 

M. DE Martino inquired whether Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal would 
eKminate such collisions as those mentioned by Admiral Cagni and also 
losses resulting from mines? 

Sir Eyre Cro^ve replied that to meet M. de Martino’s suggestion he 
w’ould propose that the standard of distribution might be all ships sunk at 
open sea and all ships sunk elsewhere through definitely proved enemy action. 

Mr. Polk said that he w'ould cable his Go\’ernment. 

!M. Clemenceau approved this new proposal in principle. 

4^7 


n E.e 



Admiral Cagni thoughi it v/ould be ^vell to definitely approve the other 
points raised by the Bririsli proposal. 

}vIr. Polx said that he had accepted those points in principle subject to 
changes of phraseolog}' to be arrived at between Admiral ]McGully and 
Captain Fuller. He had no objection to France and Italy receding the 
ships specified in paragraph 5 of the British proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe understood that it had been decided that Greece^ 
Roumania and Portugal should each receive as compensation a ship corre- 
sponding to the one lost by each of these Powers, as specified in paragraph 2 
of the British proposal. 

(This was agreed to.) 

Admiral IvIcCully suggested that in the final clause of paragraph i it be 
proHded that the surface warships surrendered by the enemy Powers should 
be either sunk or broken up. It might well be more expensive at times to 
break up the ships than to sink them. 

M. Clemengeau took it as understood that the Power recehdng the enemy 
warships would have the option of sinking or breaking them up. 

(This was agreed to.) 

Admiral MgGully in discussing paragraph 3 of the British proposal 
relative to the allocation of enemy tonnage to be broken up by the Inter- 
Aliied Xaval Commission proposed that the breaking up or sinking be begun 
immediately and be completed within one year and furthermore that none 
of the sunken vessels and no parts or portions of them were to be incorporated 
in the naval forces of any Power. 

M. Clemenceau said that he was utterly unable to agree with this pro- 
posal. It seemed to him an impossible procedure. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would put an extreme case which would test 
the proposed principle; was it meant that if a vessel had been broken up, 
none of the steel from such vessels should ever find a place in another ship? 

M. Clemenceau felt that each Power should be enabled to sink or break 
up the vessels allocated to it in such manner as it should see fit. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that it wrould then be possible for aU the necessary 
parts, such as engines, guns, etc., to be taken oflF an enemy warship and put 
onto a ship belonging to the Power to which such vessel had been allocated. 

M. Clemenceau felt that the proposal in question implied a mutual dis- 
trust, and he considered such a condition would be alrnost humiliating. 

AI. Leygues thought that a condition of this kind was one which could only 
logically be proposed by the Germans. If such a solution were adopted it 
w’ould be equivalent to the Allies imposing upon themselves conditions which 
were more difficult than those they were imposing upon the enemy. 

Mr. Polk said that he would like to know frankly what was intended. If 
it were intended to use this material in the manner which had just been 
suggested, he thought it would be better to say so clearly. His idea was that 
the principle had already been accepted that the enemy warships w^ere to be 
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ii :r.:c a 'varship zo be built r^vo years later, France had reduced her armies 
to ihe minimum and might have done so too soon. England had not de- 
mobilized her iia\y, and certainly he was far from reproaching her thereudth. 
It should not be forgotten that France's financial situation mace it impossible 
for her to build up a powerfiii na\y, and consequently there was nothing to 
fear from her in that respect. 

Mr. Polk repeated that it w’as merely a question of so saying unequivccaily 
if it was desired to use material from the enemy warships in the manner which 
had just been discussed; the original idea had been to destroy all enemy 
warships. 

Sir E'i'RE Crowds pointed out that the \vorcs ‘breaking up" had always 
been used instead of the ^vo^d ‘destroying’. Consequently, it had been con- 
cempiated that parts of these enemy warships were to be put lo some use. 
He instanced the operations of breaking up of ships: when a ship was no 
longer useful they did not pulverize it but broke it up and made use of the 
parts. If it had been contemplated that the ships were to be completely 
demolished there ^^■ouid have been no use calculating their distribution so 
carefully. 

Mr. Polk said that he did not wish to hold the matter up, but he must 
go on record as saying that the United States Government did not consider 
that the procedure proposed carried out the principle that had been decided 
upon. He felt that when the enemy ships w'ere taken to the yards the greater 
part of them w'ould doubtless be devoted to war purposes. 

M. Glemenceau asked if the words actually used were 'breaking up' or 
‘destroying’. 
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Captaix Fuller replied that 'breaking up' was the actual text. 

Mr. Polk said that the American idea had always been that the enemy 
warships vcouid be destroyed so that there would be that much less naval 
war material in the world. 

M. Leygues replied that Admiral Benson had repeatedly expressed this 
vietv, but that the French and Italian representatives had never agreed 
thereto and that the question had never been formally voted upon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the question of the time wdthin which 
enemy warships were to be sunk of [or] broken up should be settled. The British 
suggestion had been two years and the United States had thought one year 
sufficient. 

Mr. Polk said he would not make any difficulties on this point. 

M. Leygues thought the delay should be even greater. The breaking up 
of ships ^vas a long and costly operation as the English had discovered in their 
inquiiy’ relative to Scapa Flow. It might be almost impossible to get the 
necessaiY’ workmen or appliances within a shorter period. 

M. Glemenceau suggested a three year period. 

Mr. Polk wished to go on record as considering this entirely too long a 
delay. However, he did not intend to prevent a decision being reached. 

It was decided: 

(1) that any Power recei\ing enemy warships not to be incorporated for 

use with its fleet, should have the choice of sinking or breaking up 
said enemy w’arships ; 

(2) that any Pow er recehing enemy warships to be sunk or broken up 

should effect said breaking up or sinking within a period of three 
Tears after the arrival of said vessels in one of its own ports ; 

(3) that Greece. Roumania and Portugal each receive as compensation 

one enemv warship corresponding to the warship lost by each of 
these Po^v'e^s, for use with its fleet or any other purpose that it 
might desire ; 

(4) that Mr. Polk should refer to his Government the question of the 

percentage of distribution among the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers of enemy warships and of the proceeds accruing from the 
breaking up thereof; 

(5) that except as modified by the foregoing paragraphs, paragraphs 1, 3, 

4, 5 and 6 of the British proposal (see Appendix A, H.D. 101^) be 
adopted unchanged. 

2. Captain Fuller read a summary on the situation relative to the sur- 
rendered enemy submarines, dated November 28th (see 

Distribution of ^ Appendix A). The question now' w'as what view France 

Enemy Suomannes ^ ^ 

took. 

M. Leygues stated that France had ahvays been opposed to breaking up 
the surrendered enemy submarines inasmuch as she had always felt that this 
question was tied up with the question of future submarine w’arfare. If, 
however, the question of prohibiting future submarine w’arfare were now 
brought up, he w^ould be prepared to discuss it. 
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b:?. Ey?wE po::ited our. vdiL reference to rloe irrit puragraplo of the 

French propcial. rhnr France had hidterto opposed the destruction o: sub- 
marines. In ihe proposal then submitted by her she had made a large con- 
cession 'A-hich should induence the other members of the Council in reaching 
a decision. 

IvIr. Polk announced that he agreed with the first paragraph of this pro- 
posal, with the exception that he would like an eventual explanation as to the 
small number of submarines therein referred to. 

Matsui said that he could not give any decision on the matter until 
the foliovcing Monday/ as he had jusi received this proposal. 

Sir Eyrs Croto suggested that the discussion be continued without 
necessarily reaching a decision on that date. 

Mr. Polk, with reference to the second paragraph, said that although he 
had no present objection to the figures in question, he wished to inquire if 
the distribution was to be made for the purpose of eventually breaking up 
the submarines. 

IM, Leygues replied that that was so. 'With reference to the third para- 
graph of the French proposal, he read and commented upon the figures pre- 
sented in Appendix C. He pointed out the hea\y losses suffered by France 
and the fact that she alone had not been able to indulge in any naval con- 
struction, all the resources of her shipyards having been devoted to produc- 
tion of land W’ar material for herself and her Allies. 

A'l. DE ^L\rtixo agreed ’ivith M. Leygues in what he had said with respect 
to the French situation. Although Italy was not in exactly a similar position, 
she occupied a position intermediate between that of England and of France. 
Italy had likevdse been greatly handicapped by having to stop her na\’al 
constructioii on account of ha\ing to devote such resources to the production 

^ December i, igig. 
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of land war material. If France, by way of compensation for such a situation, 
was to recef.'e a certain number of submarines, Italy like^vise should have some. 
Ke did not ha’.-e exact figures at hand, bur would refer to Admiral Gagni for 
such figures; he thought that this matter might be furtirer examined into. 

Sir Eyre Groove said that he was quite ready, as far as France was con- 
cerned, to agree to the same principle with respect to submarines as had been 
determined upon tvith respect to surface ships. His Government would be 
glad if the ten submarines to be allotted to the French might be selected from 
among such as had not disgraced the flag. His Government would be glad 
of this for sentimental reasons. 

Ivl. Clemexceai: inquired if there were ten such submarines available. 

Sir Eyre Crow'E replied that there were more than ten in French pons. 

M. Lsygces agreed with the British proposition, protdded that ten sub- 
marines of mat kind could be found available for deliver}' to France. If they 
could not, the French would have to fill up their quota from other enemy 
submarines. 

Sir Eyre Crowe accepted M. Leygues’ resen'ation. He did not feel quite 
sure that M. de Martino was entirely correct in saying that Italy occupied a 
position intermediate between that of France and England. He was of course 
not entirely familiar with the figures that had just been furnished but they 
seemed to show that in Italy new construction had been relatively greater and 
losses relatively less than in other countries, and he felt that from that point of 
tdew it was really England that was in the intermediate position. 

Mr. Polk felt that in this respect France occupied a unique situation. He 
would recommend the acceptance of the French proposal to his Government, 
but with respect to the proportions suggested for distribution of enemy sub- 
marines he would likewise have to refer the question to his Government. 
President Wilson w'hen in France had taken a strong position with respect 
to total destruction of enemy submarines. 

M. Matsui said that he w'ould make the same recommendation to his 
Government as did Mr. Polk. 

Admiral Cagni remarked that the French figures (Appendix G) did not 
give an exact idea of the situation as far as Italy was concerned. It was true 
that Italy had constructed submarines during the war but the majority of 
them were very small submarines for work in the northern Adriatic and could 
scarcely' be used for any other purpose. The ItaJiaui Admiralty was quite 
ready to recognize the special situation of the French Navy to which it 
extended its sympathy. 

(Further discussion of this question was provisionally adjourned). 

3. M. Kaaimerer informed the Council that the Committee of New States 
Modijkation of had been tmanimous in agreeing to expunge from the 
Roumanian Minorities preamble of the proposed Minorities Treaty with Rou- 
Treaty mania all reference to Roumanian independence (para- 

graphs 2 and 3 of the preamble to the proposed Minorities Treaty).^ The 
3 Cf. Vol. I, No. 29, minute 8 and note 14. 
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posidoi: o: prej:-:dic:ng the qiiesdon of the prcrecricn of the Jews as a result 
only of informal conversation %v’ith \L Antonescu — this question of the pro- 
tection of Jews ha\'ing been insisted upon in the case of Poland. Since the 
majcrirr of the Committee had been in favour of the suppression of these 
ardcIeSj and since it had been necessary" to reach some conclusion ^^vhich 
could be presented to the Supreme Council on the follo"vving da>% it had been 
decided to present the vie"*vs both of the majoriu’ and of the minority' and to 
leave it to the Supreme Council to settle the question. On this understanding 
it had been proposed that the following paragraph should be inserted in the 
preamble as a new' paragraph, the American Delegation accepting this pro- 
position only in case its view was overruled by the Supreme Council and the 
two Jewish clauses were eliminated: ‘Whereas Roumania has declared its 
intention of recognizing as Roumanian nationals :pso facto and without the 
requirement of any formality the Jew's inhabiting ail the territories of Rou- 
mania’. 

M, CLE^tiEXCEAU suggested that further discussion of this question be 
adjourned until the receipt of the Roumanian answ'er. The nature of that 
answer might tvell change his opinion. 

Mr. Polk said that that was the point that he had ahvays been trying to 
make. 

M. Glemexceau said that he w^as ready to make concessions if the Rou- 
manian signature could certainly be obtained thereby but otherwise there 
^was no point in making such concessions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe w'as entirely of the President’s opinion provided the 
Roumanians gave proof immediately of deserving the concessions proposed. 
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It was decided: 

that luTiiher discussioiL on tiiis subject be adjourned until the receipt of 
the answer to the last note sent by the Council to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment.-^ 

4. 'SL Glemenceau informed the Council that the King of Roumania had 
addressed a letter to President Poincare. This letter was 
a most unfortunate one, and was evidently prepared 
Lir^gcj cun ... -jnder the influence of M. Bratiano. It was in substance one 
long series of complaints. It appealed to President Poincare to intervene 
with the Supreme Council, and tliis could certainly not be tolerated. 

M. Eerthelot read the letter from the King of Roumania to President 
Poincare. 'See Appendix D.) 

Sir Eyre Crow^e obsen^ed that this constituted a good commentary on 
General Coanda's activities. 

M. Glemexceau said that he had not yet seen President Poincare. He 
suggested that a joint answer be prepared by France, England and Italy. 
He understood that the letter bad not been sent to President Wilson or to 
the Emperor of Japan. This constituted a most serious act of discourtesy. 

Sir Eyre CROt\m informed the Council that he had also had bad news 
from the British representative at Bucharest. M. Maniu^ had stated that the 
Roumanians did not intend to retire away from the Theiss prior to the 
signature of the Treaty of Peace with Hungary. He felt that the time had 
come to publish the last note of the Council to the Roumanian Government. 
Perfect ignorance still existed in Roumania with respect to the attitude of the 
Supreme Council. 

Mr. Polk agreed that the Roumanian press was full of misstatements 
relative to the attitude of the Allies. 

M. DE Martino agreed with M. Clemenceau’s suggestion as to a joint 
answer. He thought that it was a matter to be arranged between the Govern- 
ments concerned. 

It was decided: 

to publish in the morning press of Sunday, November 30th, the text of 
the last note of the Supreme Council to the Roumanian Government.^ 


5. (The Council had before it the draft of an additional protocol to the 
Treaty concluded at Versailles between the Principal Allied 

Treaty regarding Associated Pow^'ers and Poland, June 28th, 1919 (see 
Eastern Frontiers * t.\ \ J » ^ v. 

of Poland Appendix E).) . , . . 

M. Gaivibon in commenting upon this draft protocol pointed 
out that in the absence of a regularly constituted Russian Government it had 
hitherto seemed impossible to assign definite eastern frontiers to Poland. 
Nevertheless it had been recognized that in order to enable Poland to 
administer the territoiy occupied by her it was necessary to establish at least 


* See No. 21, appendix F and No. 23, minute 2. 

5 President of the Directing Council of Transylvania and leader of the National Party in 
Transylvania. 
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Sir Evr£ Crowe obsen’ed that this question had cooe up previous!}’ and 
that it had been agreed that the Drafting Committee should determine the 
necessar}’ formula.^ The Council would recall the famous declaration, of 
Kerensk}/ relarh’e to ail territories bon^i fide inhabited b}’ Poles" Further- 
more this was not in contradiction with the Council’s note to Admirai 
Koltchak. 

]Mr. Pols observed that the Drafting Committee had been asked lo find 
a formula for communicating to Poland the Council’s decision relative to 
Poland’s easiem frontiers. It seemed to him that this was more than a com- 
munication. He was prepared to cable his Government but under his present 
instructions he could not sign such a protocol. 

hi. Cambox rhcughi the question wa.s covered by previous decisions of the 
Council. 

Sir Eyre CRO’i\m asked if it were necessary to retain the ^vord Polish’ in 
the first paragraph of Article i. He thought that if this word was omitted 
the substance would be retained and only a cause of irritation removed. 

Mr. Polk said that he ^vould get instructions from his Government, 
■'Further discussion on this question was adjourned until an early meet- 
ing of the Council.} 

^ \^oI. I. Xo. 64 'minute 10,. 

7 On March 29. 1917, the Prov isional Ru'ssian Govemraenr, of which M. Kerensky wa* a 
prominent member, had issued a manifesto to the Polish people declaring that the creation 
of an independent Polish state, consisting of all territory where the Poiish people constituted 
a majority of the population, was a guarantee of durable peace in the remodelled Europe of 
the future. M. Kerensky was a leading exponent of this policy of recognition of Polish 
national aspirations. 
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6, The Council had before it two nctes relative to the expenses occasioned 
by the maintenance of Russian prisoners of war and 


refugees in Germany 'see Appendices F and G*).) 


Russian priscrers 

Q€ruzc.j , 

General ^Veygand read and commented upon these 
nvo notes. He called attention to the unanimous conclusions of the Financial 
Sub-Commission 'see page 6^ Appendix 

Sir Eyre Crowe obsemced that the Italian representative had made a 
reseiv^ation with respect to the expenses concerning refugees from Kiev 
(see page 2 , Appendix F-^’ , and wished to associate himself with that reserva- 
tiom The German Government had stated that the Allied and Associated 
Powers had assumed the responsibility for the maintenance of these refugees, 
but no etidence had been adduced to show’ that the German Government was 
telling the truth. The Inter- Allied Commission at Berlin had apparently not 
gone into that question. He thought that it should be further examined and 
that the Commission at Berlin should be charged with the duty of verifying 
the truth of the statement of the German Government. 

General "Weygand agreed. He had thought that as General hlalcoim 
had presented the matter in that manner, the question had already been 
examined. He called attention to the proposed resolution contained in the 
second note (see Appendix It was his personal opinion that that point 
had already been settled by the Council’s decision of November iith.^i 
General IMalcolm might be informed to that effect, but certainly the German 
Government knew that already. A further question remained to be exam- 
ined. He had been informed that the expenses of the Commission at Berlin 
amounted to twenty thousand marks per month. He further pointed out that 
the Germans had said that their delegate w’ould not be named until the 
Allies had indicated that they w-ere willing to cooperate in the sense of 
assuming their share of the expenses. He thought that the Germans could 
now be notified that they w’ere to assume all the expenses connected with the 
maintenance of those Russian prisoners and refugees. 

Sir Eyre Growte inquired w’hether it was contemplated that the Allied 
and Associated Powers should pay the twenty thousand marks referred to or 
that the Germans should do so. 

General ^Veygand thought that the .Allied and Associated Powers were 
to pay it. 


8 Appendix G is not printed. In this brief undated note to the Supreme Council the 
members of the Special Commission in Paris entrusted with the question of the Russian 
prisoners of w’ar in Germany imanimously requested that, in connexion with correspondence 
with the German Government arising out of the Supreme Council’s decision of October 1 1, 
3919 (see Vol. I, No. 72, minute 4) the following two points be made in reply to German 
representations: ‘ist. The Allied and Associated Powers have decided to incur no more 
expenses for the Russian prisoners of war in Germany, except those necessary for the upkeep 
of their representative to the International Commission in Berlin; and. The International 
Commission in Berlin will be a control commission only.’ 

9 Last paragraph of appendix F. 

Third paragraph of appendix F. 

Apparently in error for October 1 1. See Vol. I, No. 7 a, minute 4. 
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for his part, he troi v;:IIing that this Co 

be no objecuoni to having an oScer cn me spot exerche -ome :on:ro 
considered the continuation of that Commission u’nneje.'sarv. 

Gexer.\l VdEYGAxn thought that humaniiarian. as ’’.rell as pcliticah 
reasons made it advisable that the Ailled and Assc tinted Potier^ Ctouid 
continue to interest themselves in the lot of these prisoners. He propc^^ed to 
prepare a draft ietter to General hlalcolm, 

Mr. Polk pointed out that the position of the United States vras that i: 
had no money for that Commission. As the United States Governmen: load 
already contributed over half the expenses of rhh vrork in Germany, :: con- 
sidered that it was hi no way obligated to participate in the payment of c-ut- 
sianding indebtedness, nor 'vas it direcdiy interested in the method aaopted 
for the payment cf those outstanding bill?. He thought that ever: if Genera: 
^Malcolm recommended his Government '.vas in do-uot os to vmetner any 
basis of right erdsted for creating or maintaining a Commission no: prodded 
for in th.e Treaty. Plis Government considered rather that this tvas a suitable 
time t-o '.rithdratv. 


G£xer,\l "^VzYGAxn agreed that the coming into force of the Treaty 
offered a good chance to withdraw if this w'ere considered advisable; but the 
Guestion %vas whether political considerations with respect to Russia would 
not render it expedient to continue this work. 

IMr. Polk obseiv'ed tliat tlie Commission would be without power or 
money. They might take decisions, but would have no way of enforcing 
them. He thought that that meant putting the officers on that Commis- 
sion in a most difficult situation. 

Sir Eyre CROwm thought that the Germans should be told that they must 
meet the expenses of the Commission. The Germans w'ould then refuse and 
the Commission w'ould cease to exist. 

M. Ds Martino pointed out that the Italian representative had made an 
additional reserv'ation with respect to the basis of distribution of the expenses 
of maintenance of the Russian prisonei^ 'see page 2, Appendix F"-} ; he 
wished to maintain that reseiwation. 

IM. Clemengeau suggested that the German Government be informed that 
it would have tc meet all expenses until such time as the Treaty went into force. 

^Ir. Polk said that he felt most strongly that after the Treaty came into 
force such a Commission had no place in Germany. 

Sir Eyre Crow’e suggested that it be decided that when the Treaty went 
into effect the Commission would cease to exist. 

M. DE Martino agreed. 

!Mr. Polk agreed also, but wished to put on record the remarks he had 

First paragraph after the quotation in appendix F headed: Russzdn^ Serbzati QTid Rdu^ 
manian prisoners in Germany, 
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previously made as to the attitude of the American Delegation in view of the 
discussion which had taken place. 

It was decided ; 

(1) that the International Commission at Berlin be charged with the duty 

of verifj’ing the statement of the German Government that the 
Allied and Associated Powers had assumed the responsibility for 
maintaining the refugees from Kiev; 

(2) that General Weygand prepare a draft letter to General Malcolm, for 

submission to the CounciL taking into account the views expressed 
at that meeting. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

PanSy Xo:;ember 2g. igig- 

Appendix A to No. 32 
Surrendered Enemy Submarines 
Summary of situation^ November 28^ igig» 

I- At a meeting of the Admirals on 27th June 1919, all except the French were 
in favour of the destruction of all surrendered enemy submarines. 

2. After the surrender of the submarines, it was agreed that a certain number 
should be broken up, but when fifty-four had been sold for breaking-up, it was 
agreed by the Supreme Council that no more should be broken up pending a 
decision on the whole question of the disposal of the enemy fleets. The proceeds 
of the fifty-four which have been broken up are being held in trust for the Allies 
in the same way as the submarines themselves. 

3. A certain number of submarines have been supplied to France, Italy, U.S.A., 
Japan and Belgium for propaganda purposes, viz. : 


Great Britain ....... 5 

France ........ 15 

Italy ........ 10 

U.S.A 6 

Japan 7 

Total ........ 43 


and Belgium has been loaned one for a few weeks. 

4. The present situation of enemy submarines including those for propaganda 


purposes is as follows 

Country Number 

Great Britain (49, and 54 sold for breaking up) . 103 

France ........ 46 

Italy (18 completed Austrian and 10 German) . 28 

U.S'.A 6 

Japan 7 

Total . . . . . . -190 

^3 See Vol. I, No. 21, appendix B. 
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Fct 

Gre£,t Briiain . . .70 

Fra:::ce . . . . :8 

Italy . . . .10 

United States ... 2 

^rd France, alone among all the Allied Xavies as no: ha\ing constructed sub- 
marines during the war, shall receive 10 German submarines in good condition 
as a compensation. 

Appendix C to Xo. 32 
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Appendix D to Xo. 32 

Bua\5iEST, November 24^ i^rg 
To: His Excellency, President of the French Republic. 

During the long trials undergone by my people and my'self, the manifestations 
of friendship which I received from Your Excellency, as well as the words, never 
to be forgotten by Roumania, which you uttered at the opening of the Conference, 
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lead me to think that it is not necessary^ to again set forth the nature of the 
Roumanian actions during the war, and to insist on the loyalty, devotion and 
efficacy of the assistance lent by Roumania to her great Allies, at the cost of the 
most bloody and heaw sacrifices. 

In spite of the fact that, from the beginning of the operations of the Conference, 
the Council of Four alone made ail the decisions, Roumania, in order to prove her 
fidelity and solidarity, has, however, submitted to the stipulations which were 
decided upon, unkno^m to her and against her interests, until she was put in such 
a position that she could only sign at the cost of her dignity and independence. 
However, the Supreme Council which proved, and is still proving, such great 
magnanimity" in the questions not yet settled, or the solution of which seems 
difficult to obtain, treats Roumania \vith a violence inconsistent with our friendly 
relations and the principles of justice* 

This policy of the Allied Governments, in contradiction with our actions and 
feelings, can but have the worst consequences on the role of order and peace which 
Roumania should have in this part of Europe. 

It is believed that I am creating difficulties, while I only defend a just cause, 
and the fact that my appeals are not listened to is indirectly favouring the danger 
which threatens every nation, for the encouragement given to the elements of 
disorder by the attitude of the Supreme Council has a tendency to lessen the 
authority" of my Government, ^vho are only guilty of defending the order, honour 
and independence of their country. 

However, it would be natural that the great Allies, whose responsibilities are in 
proportion with their pow-er, support what represents the best guarantee of order 
against invading anarchy, as was recently proved in Hungary and on the Dniester. 

In the name of these principles, I deem it my duty to appeal to you in order to 
bring the Government of the Republic to a more friendly and just attitude 
tow"ard us. 

I apply, for the same purpose, to His Majesty, the King of England, and His 
Majesty", the Edng of Italy. 

Ferdinand 


Appendix E to No. 32 

Additional Protocol to the Treaty Concluded at Versailles between the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers and Poland^ June 28^ igig. 

The United States of America, the British Empire, France, Italy, and Japan, 
the Principal* Allied and Associated Powers, and Poland, 

Recognizing, by common agreement, that it is important as soon as possible to 
put a stop to the existing conditions of political uncertainty in which the Polish 
nation is placed and to make it possible for the Polish Government to proceed, 
according to the conditions previously provided by the Treaty with Poland of 
June 28, 1919, to organize a regular administration of the territories so far regarded 
as Polish, 

The undersigned duly authorized by their respective Governments have agreed 
to the following provisions. 

Article i. 

Without prejudging the provisions which must in the future define the eastern 
frontiers of Poland, the Principal Allied and Associated Pow"ers hereby declare 
that they recognize the full and complete sovereignty" of Poland over the Polish 
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The Sptciil Paris CDininission ’.'’hicr: is entrusted yrlih :he cj-:^dons concerrdzvs: 
the Russian prisoners of %v’ar in Germany examined the ibllotring points communi- 
cated by the Supreme Council: 

hs:^ Reimbursement of the Sour advanced by the German Government untn 
August 23rd, 1919. 

,2nd^ Liquidation of the liabilities of the Inier-Aliied Commission, namely, 
40O5OCO marks. 

^3rd’ Reimbursement to the German Cxovernment of the expenses incurred for 
the Kiev refugees. 

'4th’ Employment of the Russian money which remained in the hands of 
the German Government '^20 million roubles^.. 

According to tr.e reports emanating from the International Commission in 
Berlin, the follotdng obligations be incumbent upon the Allied arid Associated 
Governments: 

Due the Gerr^ian Gozernmenii 

marks 

For provisioning of the Kdev refugees . • , . . 2,000,000 

Value c.i.f. German ports f?) 2,400 tons of wheat flour or of 2,700 
tons of rye flour, supplied to the Russian prisoners of war, and 
the reimbursement of \vhich h; requested in kind . . . 7,680,000 

Dm \to\ the British Red Cross i 

Advances made by the British Red Cross, to be reimbursed in francs 

or in pounds sterling ........ 400,000 

10,080,000 

-**■ There followed the description of this line as subsequently embodied in the declaration 
of December 8, 1919, relative to the pro\dsioiial eastern frontiers of Poland, printed in 
British and Foreign State Papers - .rprp), voL cxii, pp. 971-2: see Xo. 34, minute 7 and note 6. 
Thus in original. 


43 ^ 



After having examined the data given by the International Commission in 
Berlin, the Paris Commission expressed the opinion that the above account only 
deals vdih correct and legitimate expenses, and that the principle of their settle- 
ment can be admitted. The Italian Delegate, however, makes reservation with 
resneci to the views of his Government concerning the provisioning of the Kiev 
refugees for two million marks, until an investigation has been conducted on the 
conditions under tvhich the corresponding agreement w'as made. 

In the sharing of the liabilities in question, between the United States, Great 
Britain, France and Italy, the Commission took as a basis the following decision 
of the Supreme Council of supplies [j/r], under date of February ist, 1919. 

Russian, Serbian arid Rounianian prisofiers in Germany 

"The Council approves the decision made by the permanent committee in its 
meeting of January’ 28 th. 

"The French Government is entrusted, in the name of the four Associated 
Governments, with the provisioning of the Russian, Serbian and Roumanian 
prisoners in Germany. 

"The distribution and the supervision of this provisioning in Germany wiU be 
exercised by the Inter-Aliied Military’ Committee at Berlin, under the presidency 
of General Dupont, in co-operarion with the Red Cross organizations of the various 
nations. The sums necessary will be temporarily advanced by France. The dis- 
tribution of the expenses between the four Associated Governments is to be 
ulteriorly regulated.’ 

This basis of distribution being admitted, with the reservation made by the 
Italian Delegate with respect to the approval of his Government, each Delegate 
gave the elements of the following account w’hich totals the supplies so far fur- 
nished by their respective Governments. 

Amount Approximate value in marks^^ 

France . . . 11,000,000 Francs 28,710,000 

(100 mks. == 38*25 fcs) 

Great Britain . . 80,000,(000) pounds 

(i pound = 88*50 mks) 7,080,000 (obvious error) 
United States . . 2,500,800 dollars 

(i dollar = 20 mks) 50,016,000 

This amount comprises 1,727,800 dollars representing the supplies furnished 
by the American Red Cross, by virtue of a special agreement with the Government 
of the United States, 

Italy . . . Account 

Total . . 85,806,000 

In order to determine the share of each of the four Powers and the total cost of 
the upkeep of the Russian prisoners of war, and of the Kiev refugees, it was decided 
that the present amount of the debt to be paid w’ould be added to the cost of the 

Noie in original: ‘The Commission, having no data on the dates on which the supplies 
mentioned above w’ere made, took as a basis, for the conversion into marks, the rate of 
exchange of August 25. Therefore, the above figures should be examined before being 
definitely admitted. In fact, each Delegate has expressly reserved for his Government the 
light to modify* the total of the sums representing its contribution to the provisioning i^ 
ukeriorly, other items of expense were to be comprised in it,’ 
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Frcm int ^zovt date :t ap’tear? that Ur.-tri Stt.tef 

have given more than their si.are to mis commtn ■ort-r:i::'>a tf :h^- Ame’. Cn t?*e 
other hand, Italy and Great Britain did no: their share ef the hjt:ht>;, 

Conseq'aenuVj it is incninhen: upon them t-j as'^umie the prefer: dttzz. ^zczzilz^i: 
to the follovring distribution : 

Great Britain 
Italy . 

The Commission suggested that, in thh distrihutitn. tne Government of Great 
Britain should assume, ns a contrihuticn tj the total reirnh-rsernent to .^e enetted, 
the 400,000 marks ndtanced by the British Red Cross; the jilante t: tht English 
debt, and the tota* amGM.nt due hv Italv sna^-.., i£ the Suon'^nte Cotinth a'oti'ro’’'es 
this proposal, and through the intermediary' o; the Reparations Commission, and 
under reserve zc approval by the Italian Government, be applied to the credit "Of 
Germany, through the debit of the reparations account of Great Britain and Italy. 

The French and American Delegates declared that, if these proposals vrers 
adopted by the various Allied and Associated Governments, they think that their 
respective Governments, except in case their parliaments should not approve, 
\vouId very' likely not insist that the surplus of their share in this common operation 
be reimbursed to them. 

With respect to the proposal that a part of the twenty million roubles temporaruy 
in the hands of the German Government should be used for the regulation of the 
pending accounts, the Commission is of the opinion that this sum should not be 
deducted in any ".vay, on account of the important questions mixed up with the 
disposition of the funds in question. 

Concerning me request that the cereals supplied by Germany should be re- 
imbursed in kind, the Commission thinks that, as Germany did not comply ^vith 
the demand made by the Supreme Council to withdra-w the German troops from 
the Baltic pro\inces, it is neither advisable, nor necessaiyq at the present time, to 
effect a reimbursement in kind, but that sufficient satisfaction would be given to 
Germany, by crediting her with a sum representing the reparations account. The 
especial situation of the American Delegate is pointed out to the Supreme Council. 
In fact, he is instructed to make officially knowm that the American Government 
is obliged to refuse all financial assistance, w'hich w'ouid aim to continue the pro- 
\isioning of the Russian prisoners of war, or of the Kiev refugees, at present in 
Germany. That is why the American Delegate informed the Commission that it 
must be understood that no representative or agent of the Government of the 
United States has the authorin' to make any financial agreement in the name of his 
Government, with respect to the affair in question, and declared that the figures 
given in the present note, relative to the debts to be paid, represent the exact 
balance at present payable. 

The British, French, Italian and Japanese Delegates declared that, although 
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they have no instructions to make any official statement in the name of their 
Governments, however, they are of the opinion that their treasuries would con- 
sider the matter from the same point of view as the American treasury; conse- 
quently, the Commission asks that the International Commission in Berlin be 
informed that according to the decision of principle already made by the 
Supreme Council, it has no authority to make any financial agreement in the 
name of the Five Powers collectively. 

Therefore, if the above proposals are approved by the Supreme Council, the 
points submitted to the Special Commission in Paris w’ould be settled as follows : 

The 400,000 marks due [to] the British Red Cross (Question No. 2) wall be re- 
imbursed to the latter by the British Government; 

The flour advanced fay the German Government (Question No. i) will be re- 
imbursed, not in kind, but in currency, that is to say, 7,680,000 marks; this 
amount will be added to the 2,000,000 marks due for the upkeep of the Kiev 
refugees (Question No. 3) and the pa'^ment of the sum of 9,680,000 marks would 
be effected by applying an equal sum to the credit of Germany, in the reparations 
account; 1,100,000 marks being charged to the English account and 8,580,000 
marks to the Italian account. The employment of the 200,000,000 [s-zV] Russian 
roubles retained by the German Gk)vemment (Question No. 4) will be postponed 
until the setdement of similar questions of a larger extent. 


No. 33 

H. D. 103.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichords Room^ Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Monday^ 
December j, igig^ at 10. go a,ni. 

Present: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire i Sir Eyre Crowe; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, Sir 
George Clerk. 

France: M, Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, 
Arnavon, M. de Percin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A,: Capt, G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 

Hinchley-Cooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantotix. 

The following wrere also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S,A,: General Bliss, Admiral McCully, U.S.N., Mr. E. L. Dresel, 
Dr. J. B. Scott, Lieut.-Commander Koehler, U.S.N., Mr. A. W. 
Dulles, Captain H. Pierce. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Captain Fuller, R.N., Lieut.- 
Golonel Black, Sir P. Loraine, Mr. E. H. Carr, Mr. H. W. Malkin. 
France: Marshal Foch, M. Gambon, General Weygand, General Le 
Rond, M. Laroche, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: General Cavallero, Admiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Van- 
nutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, Commander Fea. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 
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The Crunch hnd before i: a reorr: fpora 5i:' Ge^rr": Clerk tho ?re-5"ieni 


.r™ - CV’ 

z? - 


of the Con:erer:ce. dated X".ve:rfr:er 


O'- 1 - 


At;- 


Sir Georgs Clerr srniniarized :h? repirt *er.: by him 
to the Ccimcil and brousht out th.e fi'io'dng’ additioual 
points. In his report he had n'entioned the respecrh/e z isitions cf hi. Fried- 
rich and M. Huszar and had shotvn hove difticuit :: tva- ::■ obtain the ctia- 
boration in the ?ame Go^’ernment of the leaders cf the Xatiinii Chr:=ti?:n 
Party’ and the Xaiional Democratic and Jetv leaders. Pers-onti ch’fterente-i 
had furthermore added compheations to party quetjtions. He v.ished to 
drav: the Council's attention lo the unique simation in the country occupied 
by Archduke Joseph. It v/as true that he t^as a Kapsburp but he had ah/.ays 
lived in Budapest; he had formerly been Palatine of Hunzary and ne evas 
considered a true Hungarian. Moreover, he hud been opposed to the Haps- 
burgs at Menna. Archduke Joseph had taken an irnporranr par: in making 
IvL Friedrich understand the real situation. Ke Sir Getrge Clerk nod like- 
t\ise pointed out in his report hove greatly his mission hod been loelped O'y tne 
position which the Mlied and Associated Generals and Admiral Treubridge 
had acquired at Budapest. The Generals and the A.dmiral enjee ed in Hun- 
gaim a renutaiicn for impartiality vrhich gave special weight to their opinions. 
In case doe Council considered mat the Mission of the Generals had now 


come to an end. and if it decided to recall them, it would be well to lea%^e 
there some officers who had been on that Mission. It should not be forgotten 
that the Generals had collected a mass of documents, relating especiaiiy to 
the conditions under which the Roumanian requisitions were effected and to 
the requisitions themselves. These documents might be of great use in the 
finire. In any event, he thought that if the Generals left Budapest the Allied 
and Associated Powers should replace them by High Commissioners and that 
some officers who had been on dut>’ with that Mission should be placed under 
them. These Commissioners should be charged with the dut}*. and that would 
gi\’e the Hungarians a high opinion of the Allies' sense of justice, of establish- 
ing the events 's^’hich had happened in the regions occupied by the troops of 
states bordering on Hungaiyv He had acquired the comiction at Budapest 
that the Hungarians w’ere prepared to accede to the Council’s demand that 
peace be signed. But there w’ere two points to which they seemed to attach 
great importance, and which they w'ould like the Council to examine before 
the terms of the Treaty were settled. In the first place, his attention had been 
called to the work accomplished by the hydrographic ser\ice of the old 
regime. If Hungary did not constitute a unit from the ethnographical point 
of \iew’, it undoubtedly did constitute one from geographical and economic 
points of \'iewv The remarkable work accomplished throughout all Hungary^ 
by the hydrographic service had been carried out on a unique plan. It was 
greatly to be feared that if the maintenance of this W’ork were Idt to the new- 
states receding parts of former Hungarian territory" the w-hole system w^ould 
soon be broken dowm. He thought it important that a permanent regime be 
organized which should be charged with ensuring the upkeep and develop- 
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ment of the work accomplished in that line by the former Government. The 
second quesrion raised was as to the Presidency of the Hungarian Delegation 
which would be sent to conclude a Treaty of Peace. For the reasons indicated 
in his report the Hungarians would like the Delegation to be headed by 
Count Apponyd who had played a great part in the recent negotiations. 
Unfortunately, however, Count Apponyi had a bad reputation in western 
Europe, and he himself W’as well aware of it. Nevertheless it was true that he 
and Count Andrassy were perhaps the only Hungarians possessing a true 
knowledge of the general European situation. If he were to accept the Presi- 
dency of the Hungarian Delegation, Apponyi would be obeying his sense of 
duty alone. He would be guided by no personal ambition. The economic 
situation of Hungar}", like that of Austria, was desperate, unless the Allies 
could see their way to giving it financial aid. The territory which remained 
Hungarian could furnish no indispensable raw materials and the situation 
was all the more serious since there was scarcely any more Hungarian rolling 
stock in existence. It was essential to send immediately to Hungary at least 
the material necessary for the reparation of locomotives and cars which still 
remained. Finally he did not wish to fail to point out to the Council that aU 
Hungarian public opinion was extremely eager for the return of the Hun- 
garian and Austrian prisoners in Siberia, as to whose fate there was great 
anxiety. To sum up, he brought back from Budapest the impression that 
the Hungarians were inspired in general with a desire to collaborate with 
the Allies. They were beginning to realize the error they had committed, the 
responsibility for which, moreover, they were now placing on Austrian policy. 
They hoped that the Allies would help them and give them a chance to prove 
their good \vill, otherwise, following Austria, they would have to lean towards 
Germany. 

Mr. Polk asked Sir George Clerk if the Serbs were still occupying the 
Pecs mines. ^ 

Sir George Clerk answered that they were. 

Mr, Polk thought it important that the Council reach a decision in that 
matter, requesting the Serbs to retire. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the question had last been referred to the 
Commission on Roumanian and Jugo-Slav Affairs. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that the Commission be asked to submit a 
report the following day. 

Mr. Polk asked if Sir George Clerk had thought it necessary that General 
Bandholtz should remain at Budapest until the arrival of the civilian Allied 
High Commissioners or would it suffice to keep a field officer there who 
might not be a General? 

Sir George Clerk said he only meant that it was necessary for someone 
to remain; he personally would recommend retaining at Budapest a field 
officer and several subaltern officers of each nation, so that the latter could be 
sent on missions throughout the country. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Sir George Clerk had not indicated in his report 

^ Cf. No. 4, note 3. 
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wished to k::c.''v v.hcEaer 
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e he advised for enterirt^ :r*t j aezatiad jas vith K-jrn'ar; 


:t the Haas’trian Cover: 


He 
eat to 


i.do*i5, 

_ __.eEh 

send Its representath’es. 

Sir Gzc.rg£ Clerk replied that d:e HunLariaiis T-.ere leadp and i\trt 
avraitin^' the iivdta*: on '* f ^h'"'' Counch 

\L BE ^Martixo obser.’ed that they couid he asked :: come immediately. 

!M. Clemexceav said that it ’".vas mereh’’ nocessarr*' to send them a letter 
invinng tJaem to come on a Hven date to a adven olace. Sir Georre Clerk had 
spoken a little ’.v’hile beiore o: Count Apponyi. Perscnally he ’.vas nt: me of 
his admirers but it seemed to him very difheuir to preo*ent his cominp. T2:e 
Council had never told enem}* States hotv their Delegations should be >com- 
posed and moreover he tvas not sure that any right existed to tell them to send 
such or such a person. 

Sir George Clerk cbser;.'ed mat Count Apptmd did no: ''aisL tc come 
if his presence would be distasteful to the Supreme Cvuncil. 

M. CnEi:s^XEAu tlioughi that the Hungarians 'core entitled :t do 'tchat they 
thought best for their cause. 

M. Berthelot observed that Count Apponyi could be reproached 'ivith 
ahv'ays hamng been a rabid Germancphile and an ardent advocate of the 
oppression o: sm*all nationalities: evidently these facts did not recommend 
him to the Ccundi. 

M. Cle:*i£nceau replied that that was true, bat that he did not feel sure 
of the tendencies of the other persons who might be sent. 

Mr. Polk thought that if Count Apponyi \\’as allowed to come it H'onild 
be the surest way of destroying his popularity in Hungary. 

M. DE ^Martino agreed ’with Sir George Clerk’s suggestion. 

Sir George Clerk remarked that, as M. Clemenceau had said, it was a 
question for the Hungarians to decide. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he saw some objections to Apponyi just as 
M. Berthelot had done, but after ail he thought that this question concerned 
the Hungarians alone. 

M. Clemenceau said that the Council then had nothing to say to the 
Hungarians except that they should send their Delegation. In the event of 
their consulting Sir George Clerk as to the effect which might be produced if 
Count Apponyi or any other indhidual should head their Delegation he 
thought that Sir George Clerk should reply that he was not competent to 
answer. He asked what date should be set for summoning the Hungarians. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought it was not necessary’ to specify a date. 

M. Clemenceau said that that was true and that it would suffice to ask 
them to come as soon as possible. 

M. Berthelot read a draft telegram to be sent to Hungary in clear over 
the American wire (see Appendix B] . 

M. Clemenceau said that it was then agreed that the Hungarians should 
be asked to come to the Chateau de Madrid at Xeuilly. He added that the 
Council thanked Sir George Clerk for his report and for the manner in which 
he had accomplished his Mission. 
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Mr, Polk said that in \dew of the remarkable way in which Sir George 
Clerk had accomplislied his Mission he thought the Council would doubtless 
see fit to formally put on record its especial thanks. 

(This was agreed to.) 

It was decided : 

to send to the Hungarian Government a telegram (see Appendix B) 
notifying it to send to Neuilly as soon as possible its representatives to 
receive the conditions of Peace. 


2 . (The Council had before it a letter from Marshal Foch to the President 
of the Conference dated November 1919- (See 

Appendix G).) 

SuLlXclr^y Glemenceau Summarized Marshal Foch’s letter. 

General Weygand read a draft note which the Marshal 
proposed to send to the German Government. 

Mr. Polk said he had no objections to make, but that in view of the present 
attitude of the German Government, he wondered if it were wise to send it 
any more notes. He felt, however, that that was a question to be decided by 
the British and French Governments. 

M. Glemengeau admitted that the attitude of the German Government 
was not good, but felt that that was no reason why it should not be warned 
that the Council w’as not deceived as to what was going on. They could not 
do more for the moment but he felt that they should not do less. 

Sir Eyre Crowe approved the draft note which had just been read. 

M. DE Martino also felt that it was fitting to recall the Germans to their 
duty. However, it should not be forgotten that the internal situation of 
Germany was a difficult one. There was a party which seized all pretexts 
for retarding the putting into force of the Treaty; care should be taken not to 
play into its hands. 

M. Glemengeau said that nothing was being done except to keep an 
account of German shortcomings with respect to the Armistice and the 
Treaty. He thought that such an account was necessary. 

It was decided; 

to adopt the draft note to the German Government prepared by Marshal 
Foch (see Appendix D). 


3. (The Council had before it a letter from Marshal Foch to the President 

^ , of the Conference, dated November 28th, 1919 (see Ap- 

Relatwns between the ^ 

Esthmiian Government ^ in , n n 

and General ludenitch MARSHAL bocH read and Commented upon that letter. 

He added that he had just received a telegram from 
General Yudenitch setting forth his difficulties and asking, in case it was not 
desired to let him remain in Esthonia, that he be transported elsewhere with 
his troops, for instance, to the territories under General Denikin’s control. 
In view of the rapid march of events, he (Marshal Foch) thought that it 
would be well, without further delay, to inform the Esthonian Government 
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secondly, mat :n me raeanume me Eitht-nian Go'/>=*r;imtr,r ce mv::ea by 
General Xiessers rtpresentame on the snot to hold ;n abe^ante all hasty 
measures tvhich it mia'ht take against General Yndenitch, until die Con- 
ference, which tvas considering the question, should interrene. 

his., Polk had no objectiorxS respect to the second prop'OsaL A? to 
me first, he felt that he could not accept it 'vvithcut referring ii to his Gcvern- 
ment, since it vras tantamount to giving General Xiessel a pclidcal mission, 
whereas it had formerly been stipulated that the General should not have 
anv mission cf ihai narure. 


cToposal. A? 


procedure, felt himself to he in a similar situation. Ke vrould ha^'e to refer 
the mairer to hi^ Government, vrhich had formerly demanded that it be 
clearly understood that General Xiessel’s ^lission should have nothing to do 
vdth the Russian side of the Baltic problem.- On the other hand, he thought 
that it ivGuid be to ask the Esthonian Go^'ernment immediaiely to hold 
in abeyance all hast\' measures. 

M. DE hlARTixo had no objections to the MarshaFs proposals. 

hi. Matsui associated himself with the opinion expressed by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

M. Clemenceau stated that die Council %vas therefore agreed to approve 
in principle Marshal Foch's second proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that that was so, but that it was to be clearly under- 
stood that the Esthonian Government would not be told that the Xiessel 
Mission was to settle the question. 

It was decided : 

to request the Esthonian Government to hold in abeyance, until further 
notice, ali hastv measures against General Yudenitch. and his army, and to 
inform it that the Council had taken the question under consideration. 
(See Appendix E.) 


4. .The Council had before it a draft form of organization of the Inter- 
Oigai2:z£:f:G!z hf Allied Commissions of Control in Bulgaria, prepared by 

ALied CDmmisdor.s cf the militaiyq na\"al and air representatives at \^ersaiEes, 
Control in Bulgaria dated November 24th, igig (see Appendix F) Aj 

== Cf. Xo. 7. minute 3. 

3 Not printed. This draft form of organization followed very closely, mutdis mutandis^ 
the model of the approved organization of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control for 
Austria: see Vol. I, No, 72, appendix F. The more important differences between the 
organization for Bulgaria and that for Austria were: (i) The Military’, Naval, and Aero- 
nautical Commissions of Control for Bulgaria were to be respectively presided over by a 
French general, a French admiral or senior officer, and a British general or senior officer. 
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(After a short discussion it was decided : 

to approve the draft form of organization of Inter-Allied Commissions 
of Control. pro\dded for in Articles 94 to 100 of the Bulgarian Treaty of 
Peace, prepared by the miKtary, naval and air representatives at Versailles 
(see Appendix F)^.) 

5. (The Council had before it a note from the German Delegation dated 
November 27th, 1919. (See Appendix G).) 
lUply to tJ^ German Berthelot said that a draft reply had been prepared 

Flow Incident upon examination, m agreement with the legal 

experts, it had seemed that this draft did not exactly meet 
the situation. It had especially made no allusion to a phrase in the German 
note of September 3rd, which established the general responsibility of the 
German Government in that affair. He proposed that the Drafting Com- 
mittee be charged with preparing a new note, which, moreover, could be 
very brief. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the Drafting Committee could confer with 
the naval experts. 

It was decided: 

that the Drafting Committee, in agreement with the naval experts, 
should prepare and submit to the Council at its next meeting a draft note 
' to the German Government in reply to the German note of November 27th, 

1919, concerning the Scapa Flow incident. 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the German Delegation, dated 


Reply to the German 
Hote regarding Prisoners 
of War 


November 27th, 1919 (see Appendix H), and a draft 
reply to that note. (See Appendix I).) 

M. Clemenceau said that the Council had before it 
the draft reply which had been prepared, but before any 


discussion thereof he wished to make a preliminary statement. The French 


Government in no wise desired to hold the German prisoners, who required 


40,000 men to guard them, and whose presence was becoming objectionable 
to the inhabitants of the devastated regions. But he felt that it was not 
possible under existing circumstances to repatriate those prisoners in contra- 
vention of the terms of the Treaty. 


(ii) The first sentence of article 10, identical with that in the form of organization for 
Austria, was followed by an additional second sentence reading: 'The amount of the 
allowances thus granted shall be revised every three months, consideration being taken of 
the economic conditions prevailing in Bulgaria.’ (iii) At the end of the second paragraph 
of article 10 of the draft for Bulgaria the phrase ‘by the President of the Military Inter- 
AUied Commission of Control’ was substituted for the phrase ‘by the Staff of General Diaz’ 
in the text for Austria, (iv) The subcommission of the Military Control Commission 
(sitting at Sofia) for munitions, armaments, material, and fortifications was to be ‘repre- 
sented by Officers at Phihppopolis, JamboH, Varna, and other places which may be con- 
sidered necessary’ ; the subcommission for establishments, recruiting, and military training 
was to be similarly represented at Philippopolis, Plevna, and Sumla (articles 14-15). 
(v) Article 16 of the draft for Bulgaria fixed the following proportions: France 6/20, Great 
Britain 5/20, Italy 5/20, U.S.A. 3/20, Japan 1/20. (vi) Article 17 established a main Naval 
Control Commission with no subcommission. 
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ZvIr, POju.jk rcm.<i.riv£cl rlid. nc li2.ci not iis.'C? iiznc to ^.CGii'niTit iizrjCSCfct +*'jZ 
draft; reply. Ke had no doubt that i: vronld be satisfactor/ and he 
his reply to the Secretary General during the c-ourse cf "the afternc ^n. 

\I* Clemexceau said mat as soon as Zvlr. ?o-jfi's acceptance vras rec 
he thcught that it would be advantageous to publish the note. 

It was decided: 


a :ne 


to adopt the draft reply to the German note of Xovemher HTth. 1919. 
concerning prisoners of war and to pnhlish it. 'iv-dth the reservation that 
!^Ir. Poik in the course of the afternoon woTjld notify the Secret arv Grneral 
of the Conference of his decision. 


7. .The Council had before it a letter from General Tcherbaichefr :c jvlarshai 
LeT:^rj}G3r2 Genera! dated Xovember 17th, 1915 see Appendix J , and 

Tcherhaich^ relatke transmitted by a letter of Marshal Foch to the President cf 


li. w><l^ 




to Szscks of Russian the Conference. . See ApnendLx K 
Ccnndges in Ger~ Gexerae "Wsygaxd read and comr 
' of General TcherbatchefF. He observed that the question 

was not a new one: General Dupont had formerly pointed out that the 
Germans to whom these cartridges had been sold were proceeding; to destroy 
them. On Xovember ist hlarshal Foch had warned the German Govern- 


ment that it should not authorize the destruction of these cartridges. More- 
over. on Xovember loth the Council had forbidden the manufacture in 
Germany of material destined for General Denikin’s army.5 At the present 
moment, following upon that decision. General Tcherbatcheff was asking 
for authorit}- to buy Russian cartridges from the individuals who were with- 
holding them. ^larshal Foch thought it impossible to authorize the sale 
by Germans to Russians of material w’hich, according to the terms of the 
Treaty, belonged to the latter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that what General Weygand had just said became 
true from the date of the entr\" into force of the Treat\\ It should net be 
forgotten that that material had been ceded to Germany by \irtue of the 
Treaty' of Brest-Litovsk. That Treaty, it was true, was to be annulled by the 
Treaty' of Versailles, but it w'ould only be annulled after the entrance into 
force of the latter. 

General Weygand replied that Sir Ey-re Crow’e w'as e\identiy' right from 
a legal point of \iew, but it seemed to him difficult to authorize the Germans 
to sell material w'hich in a w’^eek perhaps might become Russian property’. 
Moreover, it w^as undoubtedly true that General Denikin needed ammuni- 
tion, but the assembling of that ammunition, dispersed in Germany, w'ould 
be a long process; consequently’, it could not prove an immediate help to 
General Denikin. By' refusing General Tcherbatcheff’s request General 
Denikin would not be directly' harmed. The day the Treat}' came into force 
it w'ould become the duty' of the Military Commission of Control to recover 
this ammunition and give it the destination pro\dded by' the Treaty. 


^ This short covering letter, dated November 21, 1919, is not printed, 
s See No. i8, minute 5. 
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Clemenceau said it was e\ident that if General Denikin did not 
immediately need those cartridges, his request might be refused. If, on the 
contrary-, he needed them at once it seemed to him that a reply might be sent 
to General Tcherbatcheff saying that he was free to buy, but that he should 
also remember that as soon as the Treaty came into force those cartridges had 
to be delivered to him. He was afraid that a categorical refusal might be 
badly interpreted by General Denikin. 

Mr. Polk said that if there was any way of working out this matter it 
should be done. 

General Weygand said that it was therefore proper to write General 
Tcherbatcheff showing him the difficulties raised by his request and giving 
him a free choice in the matter. 

It was decided: 

that Marshal Foch should inform General Tcherbatcheff of the diffi- 
culties raised by his request, at the same time advising him that the Allied 
and Associated Governments did not oppose the purchase for the account 
of General Denikin from the Germans, who were withholding them, of 
Russian cartridges which General Denikin might urgently need. 

8. M. Caaebon said that at the last meeting of the Council the American 
Delegate had made reservations relative to the draft protocol 
Determination of the submitted to the Council.^ He wished to point out that on 
Poland September 25th, the Council approved Report No. 6 of the 

Commission on Polish Affairs.'^ That report contained a 
description of the eastern frontiers of Poland. He, thought that it would be 
rather difficult for the Council to now reconsider the decision then taken. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that there was a slight misunderstanding. He had 
never objected to the decision of September 25th; he had merely asked if it 
was necessary to notify the Polish Government of that decision in the solemn 
form of a protocol. 

M. Gambon said that he beheved, indeed, that a protocol was not necessary 
and that a decision of the Council would suffice. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that M. Gambon come to an agreement \vith 
the Drafting Committee and submit a draft to the Council at its next meeting. 
It was decided: 

that the Drafting Committee, in agreement with the Committee on 
Polish Affairs, should submit to the Council at its next meeting a draft 
form of notification to the Polish Government of the decisions of the 
Council concerning the eastern frontiers of Poland. 

g. (The Council had before it a letter from M. Plamenatz^ to the President 
of the Conference, dated November 26th, 1919. (See Appendix L).) 

* See No. 3s, minute 5. 

See Vol. I, No. 64, minute 10. 

® NI. J. S. Plamenatz was Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs in the Monte- 
negrin Government in exile. 
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\L Cl£Mexce.iu £a:d that that v/as aiicih-:' 

Guveriinierr wished to bring up that probleni. it sh 
on the subject. 

It iva- decided : 

that no reply should Le sent to the letter from IvL P^arnenatz threat "-iLun^j 
the AEied and A>aociated Powers with a s^Tnarate peace Lcl^-^^eeii Monte- 
negro and Germany, Austria, and Bnlaaria. 

Mr. Polk said that as the Draiting Committee as nreienr, it rnigli: 
. _ ^ perhaDs give some information to the C oan,::: cs : j tlte noints 

in tne xlniiganan Treai}- npcn ^-'vincn no aectsr.'n nan ye: 

been reached. 

M. Froi.iageot replied that the Treaty vras ready encep: t]:e reparation 
and financial cianses as to which, in spite of repeated attempts, he had been 
unable to receive an}* definite reply from ihe Commissions concerned, hlo re- 
over. ids Committee had prepared Articie 207, similar to Article 224 of the 
Austrian Treat}’, but that article had still to be approved by the Council. 
Finally, pursuant to the task given it of preparing for the Hungarian Treaty 
an article which ’would not prejudge the final solution of the Fiume problem,'^ 
his Committee had drafted an article which it was prepared to submit to the 
Council, and \rith reference to which the members of the Drafting Commiiree 
W’ere in agreement on all save very minor points. 

M. Glemenceau thought that the Council could consider all those 
questions at its next session. 

Sir Evrs Crowe said that the Reparation Commission should be asked 
to present its report on the foUowdng day. 

It was decided; 

(1) that the Council should examine at an early meeting the articles of the 

Hungarian Treaty on 'which no decision had yet been reached ; 

(2) that the competent Commissions which had not yet done so should 

immediately submit their reports to the Council. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Cnllon, 

PariSj December 7, 7p7p. 

^ See No. 27, mimiie i. 
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Appendix A to No. 33^° 


November igig, 

Ivlonsieur le President du Conseil, 

III pursuance of the instructions of the Supreme Council I arrived in Budapest 
on October 23 last, in order to put before the Government of M. Friedrich the 
conditions under which the Supreme Council would be prepared to treat with the 
Hungarian Government. 

The main condition was that such a Government must include representatives 
of the different political parties in Hungary". It also must be such as to satisfy the 
Supreme Council that it was able to maintain law and order, to hold elections 
based on universal suffrage, in a free, impartial and democratic manner, and be 
prepared to send delegates to Paris to negotiate the peace with the Allies. 

It is unnecessary for me to give a long account of the tedious and difficult 
negotiations ^vhich were necessaiy" before this result could be achieved, but it may 
be desirable to explain briefly the reasons why the negotiations were long and 
difficult. 

Over four years of unsuccessful war, and the collapse of the whole administrative 
machine under the revolutionary Government of Michael Karol^d, followed by a 
communist regime, which again was immediately succeeded by the Roumanian 
occupation, had reduced the Hungarian spirit to a condition of apathy and de- 
pression which it required pressure from outside to rouse to action. On the other 
hand the Communist Regime, of which the most prominent leaders were Jews, 
and its association with certain members of the Social-Democratic Party, had pro- 
duced an ine\itable reaction. Feeling throughout the country was excited to the 
highest pitch and very little would have led to an outbux'St of wild fanaticism. 
Moreover, M. Friedrich, the titular Minister-President, had become in the minds 
of the vast majority of the Hungarian people the symbol of this reaction against 
Jewish and Communist influence and anything that had the appearance of attack- 
ing or weakening his position was liable to be misinterpreted and to arouse an 
outburst of unreflecting, but none the less dangerous, chauvinism. 

Another element in the situation, which had to be taken seriously into account, 
was the attitude of M. Friedrich, as expressed in the course of an interview wdiich 
I had with him immediately on my arrival in Budapest. M. Friedrich asserted that 
during the three months for which his Government retained office, the whole 
country had rallied almost unanimously to his banner; the different Christian 
parties had fused together into a solid block which stood behind him. Personally 
he was ready to do his best to meet the desires of the Entente, but he was no longer 
a free agent, as he had been when he assumed power, but merely the trusted spokes- 
man of the Christian National Block. He had already gone as far as possible in 
broadening the basis of his Government, but any attempt, even if made by himself, 
to introduce a Social-Democrat or a Jew, or any individual even remotely con- 
nected in the popular mind with the Communist regime was foredoomed to 
failure. His followers simply would not hear of it, and his action must be guided 
by their will. If amalgamation with the Extreme Left were contemplated, then he 
preferred to hand over the Government of the country to the Allied and Associated 
Pow'ers, failing W’^hich he W’’ould go into opposition to any Government which might 
take office, and the whole Christian National Block would follow him. Lastly; 
M. Friedrich sought to impress upon me the magnitude of the service which he had 

Excerpts from the following report are printed by F. Deak, op. cit., pp. 531-8. 
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rendered to the Entente by refusing repeated and remptins’ offer? of dire:: 
negotiation with Roumania and hinted that any other Government but his Vs us 
likely to succumb to them. 

It was, therefore, necessary to move carefully and tc vrork so that the country 
gradually awoke to the fact that the wishes of the Entente t rere not directed aga;n 5 t 
the feelings of the Hungarian people, but were solely intended that thoie sections 
of the Hungarian people who were classed together as enemies cf the State she uld 
not suffer injustice when the elections came to be held. 

But it was immediately clear to me that nothing effective could be done s: long 
as the dead-weight of the Roumanian occupation lay upon the country. One after 
the other, leading Hungarians of independent \iew's, said the same thing to me — 
that it was useless to tr\- to modify or reconstruct the Friedrich Government w Ime 
the Roumanian occupation continued. To do so would inevitably involve dis- 
turbance and possibly worse, while, if a new Government resulted, which tvas in 
itself doubtful, that Government tvould lose its authority in a day, once it t'/ere seen 
that the Roumanians still remained. Moreover, ii -ivas ob^dousiy impcssible to hold 
proper elections in any district still occupied by foreign troops. I had, therefore, 
no hesitation from the outset in urging the earliest possible ^\ithdratcal cz the 
Roumanian troops upon the Roumanian authorities in Budapest. It was true that 
this involved a certain risk. In the unoccupied provinces, and to some extent in 
Budapest itself, there was much wild talk about the fate in store for the Com- 
munists and Jews, and in the capital the Jewish and Social-Democratic sections 
of the people looked forward with great anxiety to the da\' -when the Roumardans 
would leave and Horthy’s TVhite’ army come in. On the other hand the organiza- 
tion of the gendarmerie and the police was under the supervision of the Inter- 
Allied Mission of Generals, w’ho W'ere sufl&cicntly confident of the beha\'iour of 
these forces to confirm my intention to take the risk. There remained Horrhy's 
army. Admiral Horthy came to see me at my request from his headquarters and 
in the course of a long conversation, I became cominced of his sincerity and 
patriotism, and above ail of his complete recogmtion of the fact that it w'ould ne 
fatal for Hungary if disorders or abuses foliow^ed on the arrival of nis troops in 
Budapest. 

In taking this decision, I realized that I w^as throwing atvay the best lever witn 
w*hich to secure the withdrawal of ]M. Friedrich, for I could have used the depar- 
ture of the Roumanians as a bargain and I could have easily brought about a 
change of Government. But I feit the gravest objections to putting the Roumanians 
in any w’ay into a position w'hich w’ould enable them to say that tneir stay in 
Hungary w'as undertaken or prolonged at the request of the Allies. It w’ouid have 
been fatal to put the Allies under any obligation to Roumania. I, therefore, 
steadily pressed for their immediate evacuation. 

Meanwhile, as it became clearer that the Roumanians were realiy going, the 
attitude of M. Friedrich and his immediate supporters stiffened. More than once 
I received assurances that once the departure of the Roumanians w^as definite he 
w’ould be prepared to meet the wishes of the Allies in eveiy^ w'ay, and resign nis 
oS5ce, But with that departure there came an instantaneous change w’^hich, w^th 
the experience that I had acquired of ^I. Friedrich's character and political tactics, 
caused me no surprise. There w'as now^, according to !M. F riednch, no reason ^vhy 
he should not remain in ofiSce, as desired by practically the whole countiy, and 
although the Allies certainly wanted peace, Hungary^ could quite w'eB get along 
without it. Fortunately there were in Hungaiy people of wider poHtical experience 
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and M. Friedrich was gradually forced to see that he must make an attempt to 
meet the \vishes of the Allies. I cannot say that the attempt was undertaken very 
whole-heartedly. It ended with an invitation to the actual party leaders^ sent on 
by M. Friedrich vidthout my knowledge, to meet at my house in a conference, 
which was so arranged as to lead inevitably to a deadlock. M. Friedrich would 
then have been able to turn to me and say that I myself was a witness of how his 
best efforts were useless and that the only chance for the country was to retain a 
Government which represented 8o or go per cent of the population. This Con- 
ference was to meet at 5 p.m. on Nov. i8th. To checkmate this manoeuvre, I 
invited about 40 of the leading Hungarians to meet me informally at 3 p.m. on iht 
same day, in order that I might put before them the situation in Hungary as I saw 
it. The Friedrich Party came to this meeting with the definite decision that 
M. Friedrich must remain Minister-President, or the whole Christian National 
Block would go into opposition. I spoke very plainly, and at least made the Fried- 
rich party see that Hungary must have peace. I then left those present to discuss 
the position amongst themselves. The discussion lasted till late in the evening and 
swallowed up the proposed inter-party conference which M. Friedrich had called 
together. The position that evening was that Count Apponyi, nominated by the 
Extreme Left Social-Democratic Wing, was generally accepted by all parties 
outside the Christian National Block as the man who should form a Coalition 
Government corresponding to the wishes of the Allies. Even in the Christian 
National Block a large number of leading men were prepared to accept Count 
Apponyd, but the party as a whole insisted that if it was really impossible to keep 
hi. Friedrich as their leader, the new Minister-President must at least come from 
the party. The Conference was resumed at my house next day and resulted in the 
agreement of all parties to accept M, Huszar, Minister of Education in the Fried- 
rich Government, as Minister-President, provided that he could form a Govern- 
ment of all parties which would be acceptable to the country and agreeable to the 
Allies. 

The hope and expectation of M. Friedrich and his immediate adherents was that 
the task w^ould prove impossible, and would break M. Huszar’s political neck, for 
he was by far M. Friedrich’s most dangerous competitor for leadership. His rivals 
counted, soundly enough, on the fact that the Social-Democrats, who ■W’'ould have 
come in almost without terms under Count Apponyi, would exact so high a price 
from M. Huszar that the Christian National Party would be bound to refuse to 
pay it. Moreover the five parties of the Left had formed themselves into a block 
and announced their intention of standing or falling as a whole. 

However, in the end M. Huszar succeeded, although his negotiations were 
almost ruined at the last moment. The Social Democrats insisted that the port- 
folio of Justice must be given to M. Barczy, a former Burgomaster of Budapest, 
a leader of the Liberal Democratic Party, and a representative of M. Vaszonyi, 
the Je^vish leader, who had left the country. Such a nomination aroused a storm 
in the Christian National Block — ^indeed a week earlier it would have been un- 
thinkable — ^and the whole fabric threatened to collapse. M. Huszar came to me 
in despair and I at once gave him a letter congratulating him on his success in 
bringing all parties together, and especially on the appointment of a member of 
the Democratic Party as Minister of Justice. No better guarantee could be given 
to the Allies of the genuine intentions of M. Huszar to meet their wishes. I added 
a warning to the Democratic Party that their integrity and impartiality would be 
measured in the eyes of the world by their administration of this high office, whose 
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function it was to try those who had robbed and mui'dered *he ".bn-ri 
Communist Go^'ernment. Armed with this letter IM. Huszar his ya:t' 

heel at once and was able to bring home to the parties o: the Left the seriors r*-:- 
spcnsibility that lay upon them to see that the Ministry o: J'jstice'^ as administered 
v-ith absolute impartiality. Even this concession, however, did not coranletelv 
satisfy the Social Democratic Party, which bluffed up to the ia-t rnome:.: and only 
withdrew its exorbitant demands when informed by M. riuznar that I had set 
a time limit for the formation of the concentration Government, both parties t;eze 
like^vdse aware that I should not have hesitated to make it kr.ttm. botlo it the 
Supreme Council and to public opinion where the responsibility lay i: the n-iOtia- 
tions had broken down. 

M. Karl Huszar is stHl young, barely 40, I think, the son of vein* poor parents, 
and himself a village school teacher. He entered Hungarian political life as early 
as he could and has consistently upheld Democratic \dews and fought for the 
betterment of the working classes. His personal honesty- is above suspicion and he 
enjoys respect among all political parties. He has great energy- and fo: ce of 
character and is well fitted to lead Hungary* through this troubled stage 0: its 
existence. 

I think I should also place on record the fact that the final assent 0 : all Hun- 
garians to a Coalition Government was due more than anything else to the v.isdoni 
and influence of nvo men whose names would rather suggest reaction — Count 
Apponyi and Admiral Horthy. 

Count Apponyi, w’ho had withdrawn altogether from the political arena and 
was Ihing in retirement on his estate near Pressburg, came to Budapest at my 
request. His arrival was the signal for a remarkable demonstration in the whole 
Hungarian press, which voiced the general feeling w’hich was noticeable every- 
where that, now that Count Apponyi had come, the solution would be found. By 
the irony of circumstances. Count Apponyi, who has never y'et been ^Minisier- 
President of Hungary, was proposed for this ofl 5 .ee on this occasion by his consistent 
and most bitter opponents, the Social-Democrats — a striking testimony* to their 
belief in his honesty^ and patriotism — and rejected by the Chris dan Xationai B:ock, 
of \\'hose policy he had been the -accepted life-long exponent. Working solely for 
what he belie\*ed to be the interests of his country*. Count Apponyu banished all 
personal feeling and it w*as his influence used on every party that more than any- 
thing else enabled Jvl. Huszar to amalgamate the various resisting elements. 

Admiral Horthv not only* in every particular carried out the assurances that he 
gave me on the occasion of my^ first interview with him, but ever since his arrival 
with his troops in Budapest on the day the Roumanians left he show*ed nimself the 
leader of an army* w'hich is really* national and a serv’ant of the State, and used tiis 
full influence, at die moment greater than that of any* man in the country, to make 
all Hungarians see that the only* possible course for Hungary* is to meet the wishes 
of the Allies. The extraordinary* smoothness and absence of disoraer which marked 
the departure of the Roumanians and the entrance of the Hungarians w*as due 
very* largely?^ to the arrangements carefuliy* worked out by tne Inter- Allied Mission 
of Generals and Admiral Troubridge with Admiral Horthy’s staff, but most ol 
all to the complete hold which Admiral Horthy* had over the forces under his 
command. 

Tw’o days before the Roumanian departure some of the Social-Democratic and 
Jewish leaders came to me, to announce that they themselves intended to iea^'e tne 
city*, as they would certainly* be arrested w’^hen the *A\Ti:te’ troops came in, and 
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they told me that the feeling in the Jewish and working-class section of the popula- 
tion was one of the greatest anxiety. I pointed out that for them to go at such a 
moment would be a grave political error from their point of view; I said that I 
personally had the fullest confidence in Admiral Horthy’s sincerity and in his 
power over his troops and thus persuaded these gentlemen to remain. I myself 
spent the whole of the afternoon of the transitional period in the Jewish quarter 
and I cannot imagine anyiiing more normal or more peaceful, or more evident of 
confidence. It is true that there were one or two arrests of prominent people, but 
these were carried out by subordinates without orders from, or the knowledge of, 
the Government; and, immediately on my representation, and in some cases 
before, the victims were released. 

The Government as now constituted is really representative of Hungarian 
opinion — in fact the left wing is proportionately more strongly represented in the 
Cabinet than its power in the country justifies — but the complete realisation of the 
necessity for peace and the preliminary necessity to meet the wishes of the Allies 
has made possible the fusion, temporary though it be, of political opposites, the 
thought of which six wrecks ago would have aroused utter incredulity in the minds 
of nearly every Hungarian. 

I should like to testify to the extraordinary respect and attention which was paid 
to me personally by aU the Hungarians, as weU as by their Press. Even those who 
were hardest to convince and most profoimdly disagreed with the object for which 
I was sent to Budapest, were agreed that my Mission served no personal end but 
was simply carrying out its duty as impartially as it could, and I received the most 
loyal assistance from nearly everyone. 

I am also much indebted to the support and assistance of Admiral Troubridge 
and of the Inter-Allied Mission of Generals. I not only have to thank them for their 
great and ready help in all personal and departmental difiiculties, but also for the 
fact that their influence w^as directed throughout to support my mission and to 
convince the Hungarians that the Allies were completely in unison. 

But the real reason why my mission achieved its object was because the Hun- 
garians themselves wished it to do so. During the time I spent at Budapest I heard 
the views of Hungarians of every shade of opinion, stated, I must admit, with great 
moderation. They realise that though they can claim, with justice, to be a great 
and civilised race, they allowed their foreign policy to be controlled in another, 
and to them a foreign, capital, and largely by reason of that now find themselves 
deprived of large territories where, whatever their political behaviour towards 
their non-Magyar fellow nationals, they had built up a culture and a civilisation 
which, it is difficult to deny, stands far higher than that of the neighbouring States, 
whose conduct has been in many respects deplorable. 

They recognise, I think, the broad justice of the inclusion of peoples of one com- 
mon stock in one State, but they feel that the Allies have, inevitably perhaps but 
unfortunately for Hungary, only heard one side of the case and have, in doubt- 
ful instances, naturally given the benefit to those who fought on their side. More- 
over the Hungarians plead for consideration of geographical and economic, as well 
as of purely national, factors. 

The Allies certainly intend to be as just to their late enemies as to themselves, 
and to see that the small States, aggrandised through the war, do not, by abuse 
and oppression, cause the world to feel that the result of the war has after all only 
been to substitute one unrighteous system for another and to sow the seeds of 
inevitable future conflicts- It is because my experience in Hungary makes me feel 
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that there is a serious danger of this occurring and being aggravated b / a invtare 
of old economic ties and commercial relationsj which afTects me private citizen far 
more intimately than great political changes, that I venture to cicse mv report - nth 
some obser\’ations on what is happening on the borders cf Kungar/ and on the 
position of that country in general. 

* It is impossible to see a higher civilisation hopelessly nrisltandled by ti.cse tdto 
are still learners in the art of Government, without some sv-mpatby: 5 :r the victims 
and without some compunction for one’s own share in v.'hat is happening. For 
instance, it seems unnecessary and unchilised, and, I thinh, illegal, for the 
Roumanians to call for an oath of allegiance from umversir/ professors orhose to'-m 
and University have not yet been definitely handed over tc them. But this is v,:hat 
the Roumanians did in the University of Kolosvar in May last. The professors o'em' 
riehtly said that they w’ere still Hungarian subjects and could not consider them- 
selves released from their duties as such until the Peace Treaty had deSrdtely 
allocated Kolosvar to Roumania. The Roumanian ansover was to turn the pro- 
fessors out of their posts, out of their houses, and to force them to 'iv’ork as labourers, 
to keep body and soul together. One distinguished Professor of Gecgraphy, trhc 
has a w'orld-wdde reputation, was forced to hoe potatoes for a living ana he gav’e 
his lectures to four pupils w’ho hoed the rows on each side of hum. He tras then 
arrested, put in prison and made to clean the latrines. Ke was finally allowed tc 
leave with his family in a catde truck, but at the sacrifice of his personal possessions 
and of the fruits of his w’hoie scientific life. 

Another distinguished professor, over 70 years of age and an invalid, v*'as 
arrested on an unfounded charge of Bolshevism, beaten, and put in prison, where 
he still remains. 

Officers of the Hungarian army have been carried off in numbers for enquiry 
as to their behaviour during the Communist regime, and are confined in filthy 
barracks, doing manual w’ork, under-fed, unpaid, with no clothes save those they 
have on, cut off from all outside communication. And so it goes on. 

It is difficult to believe that the cause of Roumania is helped by this sort of thing. 

In the territories occupied by the Serb-Croat-SIovene troops abuses of all sons 
are committed and it is credibly reported that the country is being stripped bare 
W'here it is being evacuated. I have already reported the instance of the un- 
fortunate land-owner w^ho w’as shot dead with his small child and whose wife was^ 
seriously injured, simply because they happened to live in a house the contents ot 
which appealed to the' covetousness of the Serbian soldiers. In justice to the 
Serbians" it must be added that the complaints about such abuses are directed far 
less against the authorities and forces of the old kingdom than against the new and 
imperfectly disciplined le\ies firom the Serb, Croat and Slovene population of the 

absorbed territories. ^ -1 ^ 

In the district in the occupation of the Czechs there is a home 01 the ArchduKe 
Joseph. It is true that he is an Archduke and a Habsburg, but he can not help 
either of these things, and he paid for this home 24 years ago out of his private funds 
and has spent the greater part of his life there. The Czechs continue to take away 
“hiji; private property in the house and are now proposing to sell b^^ auction^ the 
w^edding dress of his wffe— a gift from the Empress Elizabeth whose wedding dress 
it had also been— and aU her private family letters. The Church lands of the 
Archbishopric of Esztergom, now in Czecho-Siovakia, have been^ taken from the 
Hungarian ecclesiastical authorities, and the educational and humanira-L-tan 
institutions w'hich existed on the revenues of those properties have been ruined. 
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This form of ignoble persecution is unfortunately all too typical of the Allies 
whom we have made independent States. 

It is for these and similar reasons that I have urged that Inter-Allied Com- 
missions should be sent to see what is really happening in these lands which may 
eventually faU definitely to the lot of Roumania, Serbia^ or Czecho-Slovakia^ but are 
now suffering the fate of a village in debatable ground in Macedonia. It might be 
argued that the Allies cannot insist on sending a Commission into regions which 
have been definitely assigned to those countries, but I venture to observe that where 
there is evidence that the authorities of those countries are anticipating and abusing 
the rights which the final Treaty of Peace may give them, the Allies owe it to 
themselves to see that their good name is not brought into disrepute. The danger 
of this is, unfortunately, serious and growing. In fact in my humble opinion there 
should be a Central High Commission for all these countries with real powers of 
inspection, and full authority to check abuses and outrage. 

Hungary is dying for lack of coal and wood — the latter both for fuel and for pit 
props. About September 24th General Serbescu, on behalf of the Roumanian 
military authorities, made a formal agreement with the Hungarian Government 
whereby all locomotives and wagons that were taken from Hungary after 8 a.m. 
on September 26th were to be returned at once. The number of wagons still owing 
under this formal agreement is about 1 1,000. Budapest is faced with complete 
disaster unless it can get coal to run the trams, lighting, gas works, mills, hospitals, 
and municipal administration, and heating of all private houses. The Czecho- 
slovak Government have agreed to allow Hungary 60 wagons of coal a day, if 
Hungary will lend them 3,000 wagons for a year. The Hungarians have not got 
these wagons and asked the Roumanians to let them have 5,000 out of the 1 1,000 
which they admittedly owe. Nothing is done and there is no machinery which can 
effect the urgent and direct action which alone can save the situation. Again there 
is a definite agreement in operation between the Hungarian and Czecho-Slovak 
Gk)vernments by which the latter have undertaken the continuous supply of wood 
for fuel and pit props. Quite suddenly, without reason given, the Czecho-Slovaks 
have cut off the provision of this wood with the result that even the Budapest 
bakeries will have to cease work, owing to lack of fuel. Here again there is nobody 
that can enforce the maintenance of formal obligations. It would be easy to 
multiply instances of the selfish and callous policy pursued by these newly created 
States, but what I wish to bring out is that the final result will inevitably be that 
the Great Powers, not only for humanity, but in order to prevent a recurrence of 
chaos in Europe, will be obliged to provide remedies out of their own resources at 
an infinitely greater cost and when bitter experience has so driven home to those 
who have suffered the futility of trust and confidence in the Allies that no amount 
of eleventh hour charity will restore that political balance which can alone be a 
guarantee for the peace of Europe. 

Perhaps the best instance, and one where there is still time to act, of the desira- 
bility of strong Alhed action lies in the duty of finding a successor to carry on the 
water control system of the Hungarian plain. A glance at the map will show that 
the whole of Hungary, ringed round by the Carpathians, is one geographical unit. 
The Hungarians have worked out a scientific, efficient, and elaborate control of 
their water-ways — their knowledge of this subject is probably the highest in 
Europe ^but if each of the new States is to be left to follow its own sweet will in the 
territories which it has acquired, great economic harm will result, not only to the 
whole geographic system, but to the individual State. I venture to thi'nk that as 
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soon as possible some international body should be basin:; its?!:" 

on the labours of the Hungarian Government, should protdde a permanent and 
impartial control of all this water system, directed to me interes:^ o; aZ th? 
countries concerned. 

In conclusion I venture to submit, on the direct experience that I leave nctv 
been pri\dleged to have of Hungart^ and to some extent of Austria, that am* idea 
of immediate payments on account of reparation from those : our tries must ha 
abandoned. On the contrary^, if we are not to condemn millions of human heinrs 
to misery and staiv'ation, if we are not to be responsible for a catastrophe nlmcst 
as great, and in its ultimate consequences possibly even greater, than the t\'ar itself, 
so far from exacting reparation, we have to find funds to keep Austria and Hun^ar;," 
alive. I should be the last to deny- that this can be exaggerated. There is a feelins: 
of helplessness in both countries which leads them to expect everything and to fee! 
incapable of doing anything for themselves- But their financial situation ana 
their losses through the war are such that unless they' get some measure of imme- 
diate help they will inevitably collapse into utter min and despair. It is one more 
instance of the creditors of a bankrupt ha\dng to decide 'tvhether they should cut 
their losses or take over control themselves and put in more money in order to 
recover, in time, what they' have originally risked. 

Moreover, if the two countries feel that they have been able, thro ugh the help 
of the Allies, to avert the complete breakdown! of their material and economic 
existence and to gain a foothold on the arduous path of reconstruction much will 
be done to diminish the likelihood of Austria seeking union with Germany as her 
one remaining chance of salvation, and to strengthen the Hungarians in their 
resolve to abjure for ever the German connection against which they' have fretted 
for so many generations and from which they hope that they have no’iv been finally 
released. 

I can only' say that both Austria and Hungary long for strict Allied control, so 
long as it is designed to help them to live, and that the neighbouring States, our 
present Allies, need firm supervision and guidance to make them fit to enjoy the 
inheritance which has fallen to them through our sacrifice and effort. 

I have the honour, etc. 

George R. Clerk. 


Appendix B to No. 33^^ 

December j. 

General Bandholtz, Budapest. 

Rush, 

Please deliver following message, textually', from ]M. Clemenceau, President of 
the Peace Conference, to Air. Huszar, President of the Council of Ministers of 
Hungaryv Quote. 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers, after information 
received from Sir George Clerk, its Delegate at Budapest, decided to inrite the 
Hungarian Government to send Delegates to Neuiily' (Chateau de ^vladrid) 
supplied with the necessary pow'ers to conclude peace with the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, 

A text of the telegram in this appendix is printed in The Hungarian Peace ISegcziaticris 
(Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Budapest, 1921), vol. i, p. vn. 
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Consequently, the Hungarian Government is requested to despatch its delegates 
to Neuilly wthout further delay. G. Clemenceau. Unquote. 

Polk, Ammission. 


Appendix C to No. 33 

Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies. 

General Staff, 5505. 

November igig. 

From: Marshal Foch. 

To: President Clemenceau. 

From information sent from Berlin by Generals Nollet and Dupont or collected 
in the neutral zone by General Degoutte, it appears that the military situation of 
Germany at the present time is as follows : 

Germany has organized two armies ; 

(A) One comprising: 

The Reichswehr, about ...... 320,000 men 

The remnants of the former army, about . . . 80,000 „ 

The volunteer Corps, about ...... 30,000 „ 

Making a total of about ..... 430,000 men 

These formations are under the Minister of War. Their existence is admitted by 
the German Government which intimates that it will disband the remnants of the 
former army and the volunteer corps and gradually reduce the Reichswehr to the 
effectives provided for by the Peace Treaty, 

That is the official army. 

Besides this official army, there is also in preparation a veritable reserve con- 
stituted by the Zeitffeiwillige (voluntary time enlistments) of which a census is 
taken, who are subject to call and to military training, having their own arms and 
ammunition depots. 

These men are carefully recruited from among those having Monarchist or pan- 
German tendencies. Their effectives are rapidly increasing. To each formation of 
Reichswehr corresponds a Zeitfreiwdllige formation. 

(B) The other, comprising: 

Permanent formations of from 600 to 1,200 men dis- 
tributed among the important localities. Recruited 
Police Detachments ^ from among the former officers or non-commissioned 
(Sicherheitspolizei) | officers who may pass in or out of the Reichswehr and 
I who are provided with all the engines of war (guns, 
\airplanes, machine guns, grenades). 

{ A kind of national guard, A census is taken of the 
men; they are drilled periodically, and have their 
depots of arms and munitions. 

These formations, whose effectives are unknown, but continue to increase, are 
commanded and administered by a staff composed of officers and non-commissioned 
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officers of the former army and ha\ing an organization similar to that cf an army 
corps, dh'ision or regiment. 

They are under the orders of the Ministry the I^iterbr. 

That is the unofficial army, the dissimulated army. 

The German Government admits its existence but pretends that it is only a 
matter of measures taken for the maintenance of order. 

It may be clearly seen from the above that Germany Inas hegnn to ic-rm a 
military organization absolutely contraiy to the military clauses c; tl:e Trear/. 
General Degoutte ha\ing pointed out to me the existence in neutral zone Jrard-i- 
fort, Hanau, Hamburg; of certain stalls and depots of arms and murddcm net 
pro\'ided for by the clauses of the Armistice, I directed him to demand from the 
German Command the immediate withdra'vv-al of these staffs or depots. But it is 
not possible before the coming into force of the Treaty" to impose upon the German 
Government the suppression of the miliiaiy' organization 'A’hich it is forming. 

However, it seems necessaiy to keep- the Supreme Council informed of the 
situation above set forth and to advise the German Go>'ernment that all tl:e 
military’ provisions which it has taken, contrary* to the clauses of the Treaty, must 
be revoked without delay upon the coming into force of the Treaty, 

P, Pc CH, 


Appendix D to No. 33 
Proposed Note to the German Government 

According to corroborative information received up to the present time, tiie 
German Government has been preparing and has realized considerable develop- 
ment in its military’ forces for some time back. 

Apart from the Reichswehr, it has organized permanent forces 'which are 
designated as Sicherheitspolizei and which have ail the characteristics and value 
of chosen troops. 

These forces are commanded and administered by Staffs constituted from a 
military personnel. These formations, although attached to the Ministry oi tne 
Interior, have characteristics which deny their avowed purpose as police lorces, 
and their development is in contradiction with Article 162 of the Treat\u 

Furthermore, under the name of Zeitfreiwillige and Einw’ohnerwehr, Germany 
is forming a reserve force, subject to call and miiitaiy^ drill, having at their disposi- 
tion munitions and arms depots. These organizations are contrary’ to tne miiitary 
clauses in general and, in particular, to Article 178 of the Treaty. 

The Allied and Associated Governments point out at this time that these 
pro\isions, adopted in contradiction with the spirit and terms of the Treaty, might 
be interpreted as an intention on the part of the German Government to not 
comply with the Treaty. Consequently, they invite the German Government to 
annul the above indicated measures at once or, in any event, that upon the entry 
into force of the Treaty: 

— all forces, so-called police, be carried in the effectives provided for by the 
Treaty, and in a constitution in conformity’ with their character of local or 
municipal police; 

— ^the stafS, aside from those pro\ided for by the Treaty, be dissolved ; 

— all reseiv^e organizations be discontinued. 
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Appendix E to No. 33 


CoSmANDER-IN-CmEF OF THE AlLIED ArMIES. 

General Staffs 3rd Section. No. 5514. 

GENERAL HEADQUARTERS^ November 28, 

From: Marshal Foch. 

To: President of Council. 

According to reports from General Etievant, the Russian Northwest Army, after 
the failure of its attempt against Petrograd, was repulsed in direction of Esthonia, 
Youdenitch wants to reorganize it. 

But the Esthonian Government seems unwilling to receive it, and wants to 
disarm it, and enlist the volunteers in its own army and dissolve the rest. 

This situation requires an immediate solution, as it can cause conflicts between 
Russians and Esthonians at any moment. 

General Etievant suggests, to this end, tliat the Entente intervene in order that 
the Esthonian Government receive the Youdenitch Army on its territory, and 
respect its autonomy, so as to enable this army to reorganize and reinforce itself 
with the Russian elements of the Bermont Army, which General Niessel can send to 
it, to receive the war material intended for it and, thus, to be put in a position to 
resume its operations against the ‘Red’ army. 

These suggestions seem acceptable, for it seems that the Entente cannot permit the 
nucleus of the Youdenitch Army [? to] be disbanded, without renouncing its prin- 
ciple [jzV] instrument in Northern Russia against the Bolshevists. 

But the measures to be taken can only be determined on the spot. They imply 
the conclusion of agreements with the B^tic States — ^in particular WTth Esthonia— 
which a representative of the Entente, only, can successfully negotiate, as a com- 
pensation for the assistance lent to these states to liberate them from the Bolshevists 
and the Germans. 

General Niessel, on account of his present situation, seems to be the right man to 
be entrusted with this mission, when he has regulated the evacuation of the German 
troops. 

It is suflBcient to give him the necessary instructions. 

If you share this point of view, I have the honour to ask you to kindly submit to 
the Supreme Council the following resolution: 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers, with a view to continuing, as far as 
possible, to help the anti-Bolshevist forces, at present under the orders of General 
Youdenitch, and to facilitate the reorganization of these forces, direct General 
Niessel to intervene, in their name, with the Esthonian Government and with 
General Youdenitch, to the end of bringing about and facilitating the conclusion 
of the necessary agreements for the establishment in Esthonia and the reorgani- 
zation of the Russian Northwest Armies.’ 

Foch. 
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Appendix G to Xo. 33 
Document i 


President of the Ger3vL\n Peace Delegation, 

53. p.^Ris, Sy.T'iicT 27, r^ji. 

From: Baron von Lersner. 


To: His Excellency, M. Glemenceau, 

I have the honour to forward to you herewith a memorandum from me German 
Government concerning the Scapa Flow affair. 

Please accept, etc, 

Baron von Lersner. 


Document 2 

Memorandum concerning the scuttling of the German Battleships at Scape Fha; 

In a note of November i, the Allied and Associated Governments made the 
establishment of the first Protocol of deposit of ratification and, consequently, the 
going into force of the Peace Treaty, dependent upon the signature of a special 
Protocol regulating the execution of the clauses of the Armistice not yet fulfilled by 
the Germans. They inclosed in their note a draft of Protocol containing the 
enumeration of the clauses of the Armistice, which they consider as not yet 
executed, As was already affirmed by Germany, in the conversation which 
incidentally took place on the subject, the German Government does not intend to 
oppose the establishment of such a Protocol, although it is bound to affirm with all 
its energy" that if some conditions of the Armistice are not entirely executed, 
Germany is not responsible for it. The German Government also admits that the 
Protocol enumerates the obligations which remain to be fulfilled by Germany. 
^"e^bai negotiations uill be necessary’' to specify to what extent the enumeration 
contained in the Protocol conforms to the truth and to settle the question of 
juridical consequences which would eventually result from the non-execution of 
the obligations which have not yet been fulfilled. On the other hand, in con- 
formity with the agreement made in the course of the conversation which took 
place on the subject, it is necessary to set forth, from now’^ on, the point of view’ of 
the German CJovermnent on one of the questions contained in the Protocol and, 
in particular, on the question of the scuttimg of the German battleships at Scapa 
Fiowv in fact, it is considered on the German side that this question cannot be 
dealt with from the point of view of the non-execution of the clauses of the Armis- 
tice; therefore, a special discussion on this subject is necessarv’ at first. 

In a note of June 25th the Allied and Associated Governments mentioned the 
scuttling of the German ships at Scapa Flow’ as a \iolation of Article[s] 23 and 31 of 
the Armistice, for w’hich the German Government should be made responsible. At 
the same time, referring to Articles 40 and 41 of the Hague regulations on the law’s 
of war on land, they reserve the right to require a reparation for the damage 
suffered by them. The German Government, in answer to this note, refrained 
firom setting forth its juridical point of view^, because the accurate inforinaiion on 
this incident promised to the German Armistice Commission by the British 

Sec No. 10, appaidices B and C. 
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Admiralty had not yet reached it, and because sufficient information was lacking 
on the accuracy of these facts. Consequentiy, ffie (^man reply of June 28th was 
limited to establishing that the scuttling of the ships had been executed by Admiral 
von Reuter and by his subordinates u^own to all German civilian ^d mUitar>' 
authorities. In its subsequent note of September 3rd, the German Gov^ent 
also abstained from judging the incident from a juridical point of view; this note, 
in fact, aimed to obtain the Uberation of the crews of the ships hdd as prisoners of 
war. Now, the Allied and Associated Governments, again referring to Articles 23 
and 31 of the Armistice Convention, in reality, pretend to obtain a reparation for 
the damage, which is supposed to have been caused by the scutthng; they require 
that Gen^ny comply with demands of an extraordinary importence._ On account 
of these conditions, it is necessary to make the folloiving remarks: with regard to 
Article 31 of the Armistice Convention, the German Goye^ent thinks that this 
provision, which forbids the destruction of ships or material bdore the evacuation, 
deUver>’ or restoration, does not cover the case considered. The note of November 
ist discovers in Article 23 of the Armistice Convention the obhgaUon for Germany 
to maintain, in good condition, the ships conducted to the Allied ports on the 
ground that these ships were destined to be s^sequentiy su^endered. This 
interpretation of Article 23 cannot be adimtted. The Ar^tice Convention con- 
tains no provision concerning the fate of the ships. The fact that the atter were 
preferably (or originaUy, in German-, in erster Lime) to be held in neutral ports and 
that the German crews were to remain on board, rather proves that the fate of the 
ships was not intended to be regulated by ffie Armistice Corivention. Froin the 
German point of view, the internment should not be considered as the prehmmary 
of a definite surrender. The First Lord of the British Admiralty himself. Long, 
several times distinguished very plainly between internment and surrender, 
according to the meaning of this word in the Armistice Convention. Consequently, 
the German Government had fulfilled the obHgations resulting from Article 23, 
since it had sent its ships to the Firth of Forth within a period of seven days. Thus, 
the aim of Article 22, which was to rend^ impossible the resumption of hostihties 
by the German Navy during the Armistice, was attained. 

Therefore, in the opinion of the German Government, the question of the 
interpretation of Article 3123 [w] of the Armistice Convention, as well as the 
questions as to whether the scutthng of the ships is in contradiction with any 
stipulation of the Armistice Convention, does not need to be discussed. Similarly, 
the German Government is of the opinion that the pomtis not whether the scutthng 
caused a damage, or not, to the Allied and Associated Powers. The decisive 
element in the appreciation of this incident is the fact that the scuttling of the 
ships must not be put down to the attitude of the German Government but to the 
attitude of the AlHed and Associated Governments. In fact, in contradiction with 
the provisions of Article 23 of the Armistice Convention, the Alhed and Associated 
Governments interned the German battleships not in a neutral port but in an 
enemy port. According to the inquiries made on the German side, they did not 
even try to intern the said ships in the neutral ports which were qualified to be 
chosen, in particular in Dutch or Scandinavian ports. During the negotiations for 
the prolongation of the Armistice, at Tr^ives, on January 15, the Germans already 
protested against this fact. This protest, although several times repeated, remained 
without an answer. But, as the internment took place in a British Port, the Alhed 
and Associated Governments should have at least organized it in such a way as to 
correspond to the internment in a neutral port. Instead of that, the crews, in spite 
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of reiterated protests, were treated like prisoners of v'ar. '^vVireless relations v.izh 
their country were forbidden them; they were e^’en forbidden to use, although 
they requested it, their wireless receiver, in order to listen to the radiograms of the 
press; they only received mail once a week. Censure was so strict that three weeks, 
at least, elapsed before news could reach them. At the time of the scuttling, the 
last mail steamer had arrived a week pre\'ious; the mail B 98 only arrived "after 
the scuttling]. Now, the interruption of relations bett-'een the crevi and their 
countiy’ resulted in that, in those unfortunate rial’s. Admiral von Reuter led to 
suppose that the Armistice expired on June 2 1 st at 1 2.00. The details of the facts were 
already set forth in the German note of September 3rd, according to authentic decla- 
rations of the Admiral which reached Germany on that date. According to the terms 
of these declarations, the supposition made by the Admiral was caused by the netvs 
published by the English papers, to which he had recourse for his information. A 
copy will be found in the Annex of the news published in the Times of June i6th. 
and I yth*^ ; the first of these ad\dces reached Admiral von Reuter the day before the 
scuttling, the second reached him on the day of the scuttling itself. It appears from 
these facts that the Admiral did not know that the remittance of the ultimatum of 
the Allied and Associated Powders had been delayed from June iSth, 12.GC o'clock, 
to June 1 6th, 7.00 p.m. Therefore, it is established that Admiral von Reuter, 
during the stay of his ships at Scapa Flow, w'as beyond the jurisdicdcn jf the 
German Government; for this reason, any responsibility’ of the German Govern- 
ment for the actions of the Admiral is, at first sight, out of the question. The 
responsibility of the State for the action of its agents implies, in fact, that the said 
agents obey the orders of the State. The Fatherland is not responsible for the 
orders given by a military chief, prisoner of war, neither tow’ards the State in 
which he is residing, nor towards any third person. On the other hand, it is 
ascertained that the treatment inflicted upon the Admiral by the British authorities 
and, particularly, the interruption of the communications betw’een him and the 
Fatherland (as circumstances w^hich ought to be considered as the real cause of the 
scuttling) were contrary to the stipulations of the Armistice Convention. A State is 
not qualified to ask another State for a reparation for a damage due to the violation 
of a Treaty by the applicant State, and which the other State was not in the 
position to prevent, for the very’' reason that the Treaty had been violated. 

Therefore, as such an agreement w’ould not be justified, the German Govern- 
ment is obliged to refuse to agree in any way to execute obligations which might be 
imposed on it on account of the scuttling of the German battleships. However, in 
case the Allied and Associated Governments should not admit this point of view, 
and in order not to delay by a debate of this kind the going into force of the Treaty’, 
which it also earnestly desires, the German Gk)vemment proposes to suomit this 
affair to the permanent Court of Arbitration at the Hague. The Court of Arbi- 
tration should decide first, whether the German Government is responsible for 
the scuttling of the ships ; in case this question should be affirmatively settled, the 
Court of Arbitration w’ould have to appraise the damage which resulted to the 
Allied and Associated Pow’ers firom the scuttling itself, and to say how Germany 
can repair it. 

13 Not included in original of this appendix- 
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PARIS, November 27, igig^ 


Appendix H to No. 33 

President of the German Peace Delegation. 

No. 54. 

From: Baron von Lersner. 

To : President Glemenceau. 

Replying to your note dated November 15, which reached me on November 21, re- 
lative to the repatriation of the German war prisoners in France, I have the honour, 
by order of my Government, to communicate the following to your Excellency: 

(ist) The French Government affirms that it has never promised anythir^ 
further than the execution of the clauses of the Peace Treaty. 

Doubtless the French Government has forgotten the official declaration which 
was published by the Havas Agency on August 29, 1919. That declaration was 
drawn up as follows:*"^ 

"With a view to diminishing the sufferings, caused by the war, as rapidly as 
possible, the Allied and Associated Powers have decided to ignore the ratification 
date of the Peace Treaty with Germany when treating the repatriation of German 
prisoners. 

"The repatriation operations will commence immediately, and will be conducted 
under the auspices of an Interallied Commission, to which will be added a German 
representative upon the entry into force of the Treaty. The Allied and Associated 
Powers desire it to be fully understood that the continuation of this policy of 
favour, offering such great advantages to the German soldiers, will depend upon 
the accomplishment, by the German Government and the German people, of all 
the obligations incumbent upon them.^ 

[? (2nd) ] The French Government does not affirm that this promise was withdrawn 
because the German Government and the German people have not accomplished 
the obligations incumbent upon them. Such a withdrawal should at least have 
been communicated to the German Government. 

The French Government simply denies having made any promise whatever. 
This contradictory attitude is the more incomprehensible in that the statement of 
August 29 was not a spontaneous concession made from reasons of humanity, but 
more the counterpart of concessions to which the French Government had in- 
fluenced the German Government by promising a favourable attitude in treating 
the question of the prisoners of war. 

The questions at issue at that time were, on one hand, the delivery of coal, and 
on the other, the case of Sgt. Mannheim:*^ 

(ist) At the time of the Paris negotiations concerning the deliveries of coal to 
France, a statement was made to the German representative on August 22, intima- 
ting that Germany could not expect the fulfilment of her desires in the question of 
war prisoners except upon the commencement of coal deliveries: on the contrary, 
as soon as deliveries of coal would have been commenced the Entente would accord 
a generous treatment of the question; 

(2nd) Relative to the case of Sgt. Mannheim, the German Government had 
refiised to pay the fine of about a million francs imposed upon the city of Berlin 

Gf. Vol. I, No. 45, minute 2. 

On July II, 1919, Sgt, Maimheim of the French Army had been attacked and killed 
in the streets of Berlin, The French Government demanded exemplary reparation for this 
incident. 
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under threat of military penalties. From an authorized French source ihe German 
Government was informed that the question might be settled in a friendly manner : 
in that case. Marshal Foch would use his infiuence to effect as prompt a repatria- 
tion as possible of the German war prisoners. 

At Paris, as well, the Mannheim case was at the same time treated in conjunction 
with the war prisoners question. When, on August 26th, the German representa- 
tive, after having promised an immediate commencement cf coal deli^'eries, 
expressed a desire to base the early repatriation of the war prisoners upon the 
promise which had been made during negotiations, satisfactory assurances '.vere 
given him, and it was added that the President of the Council, M. Ciemenceau. 
would write to him on this matter within a short time. But, at the same time, the 
French representative requested an intervention for the payment of the fine of a 
million francs imposed concerning the ^Mannheim case, stating that the settlement 
of that matter was an important item with the President of the Council. 

At that time it was agreed in Berlin to place one million francs at the disposal of 
the French Government for the Red Cross, in order that, within one week after the 
payment of this sum, the Commission, provided for by Article 2:5 of the Peace 
Treaty^ to regulate the repatriation of war prisoners, might convene, and mat 
proper announcement might be made by the Havas Agency. 

As the installation of the Commission progressed slowly, and as the German repre- 
sentatives in Paris insisted upon the keeping of the promise, he [j zc] was informed, 
on September 28, that the war prisoner question had been regulated : henceforth 
transportations destined for Cxermany w^ere to continue without interruption. In 
the first place, all the prisoners detained in England w'ould be repatriated, then 
those in America, and lastly those who were detained in France. In the opinion of 
the President of the Council, M. Ciemenceau, the Franco-German negotiations 
concerning these transportations w^ere useless. 

The French Government, therefore, cannot deny that Germany, several months 
ago, by agreeing to important sacrifices, obtained a formal promise that the 
repatriation of the war prisoners w^ould not be delayed until a time fixed by the 
Peace Treaty, and that, on the contrary, this repatriation w'ould begin without delay. 

In the Government’s note dated November 15 th, not only' is the obligation of the 
French Government to repatriate the war prisoners without delay contested, but the 
note exposes in detail the reasons for w^hich the French Gk^vernment is not inclined 
to willingly^ commence this repatriation before the entry into force of the Treaty. 

This expose contains a list of all the grievances that the French Government 
formulates against the German Government, and it is on these prisoners of w'ar 
that the French Government causes these grievances to fall. In contradiction with 
the principles of generosity' and humanity coRtinually' aSirmed by' the French 
Government, it is the innocent w'ho are forced to pay' for the pretended discre- 
pancies of the German Government; as it is the innocent w'ho are retained as 
hostages in order that the desire of the French Government may receive satisfaction. 

Such a policy should be the more severely condemned in that the information 
claiming that the German prisoners in France are w'ell treated from both a 
material and moral point of view is unfortunately far from the truth. As in the 
past, they' are submitted to the law's of war, applied with a pitiless severity'. In 
many respects their clothing and nourishment are insufficient for the cold season, 
and the W'ar prisoners are, in majority’, still cut off from all communication with 
the mother country. 

On account of the situation so clearly established by' the promise of the French 
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Government^ it appears superfluous to insist further concerning that part of the 
note. However, in order to dissipate any false impression, the German Govern- 
ment considers it proper to proffer the following remarks: 

(ist) The German Government did not refuse, as the note inclines to establish, 
to comply with the consequences involving from the fact that it affixed its signature 
to the Peace Treaty, which provides for the delivery of persons accused of having 
violated the laws of war. Fully recognizing the obligation resulting from the Treaty, 
the German Government called attention rather to the difficulties which oppose the 
execution of these clauses and, without submitting a formal proposal, requested the 
Allied and Associated Governments to study on their side how it would be pos- 
sible to reach, by some other means, the end which they are pursuing.^® More- 
over, the German Government made this effort before the note of the Allied and 
Associated Governments of the month of November had been received by it. 

(2nd) The note asks what the inhabitants of the devastated regions might think 
if the prisoners of war who are employed in the much needed cleaning up opera- 
tions cease their labours before the period fixed by the Peace Treaty and are 
authorized to leave France. 

The German Government does not believe that it can reply to that question in 
the sense intimated by the note. On the contrary, it is convinced that the French 
population has a great deal of sympathy for the war prisoners and, despite their 
own sufferings, would prefer to see the prisoners recover their liberty, rather than 
see them atone for acts for which they are in no wise responsible by performing 
the labour of slaves. 

(3rd) From an authorized French source, it has been solemnly affirmed several 
times since July 1 1 that the question of war prisoners was not to be confounded 
with the question of restoring the devastated regions. If no definite agreement has 
yet been reached upon the employment of German civil manual labour, the 
German Government is not responsible for it. Upon the signing of the Peace 
Treaty, the German Government declared itself ready to furnish German manual 
labour for reconstruction operations, and in the course of the negotiations which 
were carried on on this subject it made careful proposals concerning the employ- 
ment of this manual labour. At the same time, in the interior of Germany the 
preparations which had commenced before the signing of the Treaty regarding the 
sending of this manual labour were pushed with the greatest celerity. The French 
Government was fully aware of all this. The German Government regrets that, 
despite its repeated requests, it has not yet been possible to have the French 
Government make a definite statement concerning the German proposals, and to 
designate the sectors in which the reconstruction operations are to be accomplished 
by German workmen. 

(4th) It is impossible to understand the reproach made toward the German 
Government pretending that it refused to take the necessary temporary measures 
to facilitate the execution of the Peace Conditions in Schleswig and Upper Silesia. 
The preparations for executing the stipulations of the Treaty in the Schleswig 
plebiscite zone were fully facilitated by the German Government. Studied 
negotiations took place between the Government and the International Com- 
mission, w’hich, during the plebiscite, is to take over the administration of the 
territory. In the course of these negotiations an agreement was reached on all 
essential points. Representatives of the Commission are already functioning, with 
the approval of the German Government, in the plebiscite zone. 

See VoL I, No. 25, appendix A. 
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Concerning Upper Silesia, the German Government deciares itself read’: :o 
comply with the desire expressed by the Allied and Associaied Governments 
relative to the despatch of a Military Inquir\’ Commission. It is also well knot'm 
that, according to the observations made by that Commission, the responsibilir: 
for the troubles which occurred in the month of August and, conseauentiv, the 
responsibility for the sufferings endured by the papulation as a result, are in no 
wise incumbent on the German Government. 

( 5th) The German Government rejects the accusation of having sysrematicallv 
delayed the execution of the clauses of the Armistice Convention Germany has 
done ever\i:hing in her powder to fulfil the extremely hea\y obligaticns imposed 
by that Convention. The German Government, furthermore, has no intention of 
discussing the numerous violations of Armistice, the numerous and serious abuses, 
as well as the excesses by which its adversaries violated the said convention, at 
this time. The Government know’s that at this time its voice 'ivould be unheeded. 
A time will come, more equitable, when it will be known W'hich of the two parries 
has the greatest right to raise complaint, 

(6th) Concerning the scuttling of the W’arships at Scapa Flow% that question 
will be treated in detail in another document. 

The question of the evacuation of the Baltic provinces is, furthermore, not open 
to discussion at this time since it has been submitted to examipxation by an Inter- 
allied Commission presided over by General Xeissel, the results of which examina- 
tion are being awaited. 

(7th) Concerning the reproach addressed to Germany in the note ‘of ha\ing 
retained an equivocal article in the Constitution up to the present time,’ a question 
W’hich W’as settled long ago, and concerning w’hich the German Government com- 
plied with all the claims ofthe Allied and Associated Governments,is again presented. 

(8th) Finally, the note affirms that the German Government pursues a tireless 
propaganda, backed by important resources, against the xAlIies throughout the 
entire w’orld. 

The German Government can only express its astonishment that such absurd 
falsehoods find credence and are considered as w’orthy of chronicle in an official 
document. The German Government hopes that the Allied and Associated 
Governments wdll not allow their attention to be detracted by this from the 
question of war prisoners, which is becoming daily more serious and urgent, and 
concerning w'hich Germany believes she is entitled to the s\'mpathy of all civilized 
peoples. 

Accept, etc. 

Baron von Lersner. 


Appendix I to No. 33 
Kotefrom Supreme Council to German Delegation 

PARIS, December /, igig. 

To : Baron von Lersner. 

On November 27th last, you addressed a letter to me relative to German 
prisoners of w^ar, which contained a series of statements w’hose incisive tone cannot 
mask their inaccuracy. 

In a general 'way, in the prisoner of w^ar question, Germany had but one right 
formulated by the Peace Treaty w’hich she has signed: repatriation to begin on 
the day of the coming into force of the Treaty following the definite exchange of 
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ratifications. Any modification of these stipulations, which are law for the parties 
is a favour. The statement that the prisoners are innocent persons without re- 
sponsibility in the war does not bear examination. 

Your note states that the French Government has taken in the first place, on 
August 29th, 1919, and later, either on the delivery of coal by Germany or the 
payment of a million to the Red Gross as expiation for the assassination of Sergeant 
Mannheim at Berlin, definite obligations for the anticipated repatriation of 
German prisoners of war. This triple statement is absolutely without foundation. 
The French Government has never assumed any obligation in the matter which 
was within the jurisdiction of all the Allies. 

The declaration of August 29 which, for reasons of humanity and not as a 
counterpart of concessions made by the Germans, announced the decision of the 
Allies to anticipate the date of the coming into force of the Peace Treaty as regards 
the repatriation of prisoners, is posterior to conversations relative to coal and 
Sergeant Mannheim- This declaration is not made between the French Govern- 
ment and the German Government under the form of a promise resulting from a 
negotiation. It is a humanitarian declaration by all the Allies relative to all 
German prisoners captured by them. The declaration reads ; ist : — the immediate 
commencement of repatriation; 2nd: — the possible interruption of this benevolent 
policy in case the German Government and people did not fulfil all the obligations 
incumbent upon them by the Armistice, which binds them until the definite 
ratification of the Treaty. 

In conformity with this unilateral decision of the Allies, repatriation imme- 
diately began and continued for several months by the return of German prisoners 
from England, America and Belgium. 

Again in conformity with the declaration of August 29th, the repatriation of 
prisoners has been suspended because of violations, non-execution and incomplete 
execution of the Armistice clauses by the German Government. 

The promise and the threat, freely made by the ensemble of the Allies, has thus 
strictly been executed. In the note of November i, the German Government was 
advised of its non-execution of obligations assumed by the Armistice of November 
II, 1918, one year previously. It was advised of the measures and penalties provided 
for assuring the integral execution of the Armistice clauses not renewed in the 
Peace Treaty. 

The French Government follows no policy based on the non-repatriation of 
prisoners of war, and does not make use of it as a means of pressure. It adheres 
to the Articles of the Treaty and if the benevolent measure inaugurated August 
last has not been followed to the end, it is solely because of the non-execution by 
the German Government of its own obligations. 

The responsibility of Germany for the delay in die return of German prisoners 
is directly engaged in the most precise manner by the fact that she has not yet 
replied to the note of the Allies under date of November i, and that after having 
sent her Commissioners to Paris to arrange for the functioning of Commissions on 
the Execution of the Treaty, she sent them back to Berlin two days after their 
arrival, although the date and the conditions for the examination of questions 
asked had been fixed in accord with her delegates. 

It is the German Government which is seeking to make use of the prisoner of war 
question to excite German public opinion against the Allies, and especially against 
France; the proof may be seen in the fact that the Conference, determined that the 
ratification and the coming into force of the Peace Treaty should take place on 
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December ist, fixing thereby the date for the early return of the prisoners; instead 
of agreeing to the last negotiations under consideratioHj the German Goverr^ent 
has taken a dilatory attitude and begun a discussion in an unjustifiable tone rela- 
tive to the repatriation of prisoners, whose return at the end of last month, that is 
to say, a few days later depended on itself. The dilatory character of such a pro- 
ceeding and the delay in the ratification, caused by Germany, makes her entirely 
responsible for the upkeep of her prisoners in France where, moreover, they have 
been treated not only in a humane way, but also with kindness. 

Without going into detailed explanation outlined relative to Schleswig and 
Upper Silesia, or in the matter of the Baltic Provinces (where Germany decided 
to partially fulfil her obligations only when constrained and forced to do so or 
Article 6i of the Constitution, which has not been suppressed up to the present 
time (the German Government always delaying till the last moment, and until 
morally and physically constrained to execute her obligations), I will only con- 
sider the discussion concerning the handing over of the accused. 

The Germans themselves do not deny that numerous crimes have been com- 
mitted and that universal morality would be seriously injured if these crimes, 
whose authors are known, should remain impunished. Any human being going 
through the northern regions of France, as well as into Belgium, and who sees with 
his own eyes these provinces systematically ravaged, with all industrial establish- 
ments levelled to the ground, dwellings reduced to dust by savage methods, all the 
fruit trees sawed within a meter of the ground, mines blown up and filled with 
water, human work of entire centuries spitefully annihilated, cannot understand 
Germany’s hesitation to consent to the reparation for her crimes. If the same 
impartial observer then heard from the mouths of the inhabitants the tale of the 
treatment to which they had been subjected' for four years, the violences and the 
abominable constraints imposed on yoimg girls, brutally separated firom their 
families, he would be xmable to restrain his indignation in face of the attitude of 
Germany and the arrogant tone of your letters. 

As to Ae Allies, they are profoundly surprised to see that German public opinion, 
even at the present time, is so unconscious of its responsibilities as not to ask, itself, 
for the just punishment of crimes committed, and that among the criminals there 
seem to be neither sufficient courage, nor patriotism, to come forward for trial as 
they have deserved, to defend their conduct, and to facilitate, for their country, the 
fulfilment of its obligations. Until the German conscience understands, like that 
of the whole world, that wrong must be righted, and criminals punished, Germany 
must not expect to enter the communion of Nations, nor obtain from the Allies 
forgetfulness of her crimes or attenuation of just peace conditions. 

Appendix J to No. 33 

PA 3 US, November igiQ. 

No. 3— 1103. 

From: General Tcherbatcheff, Military Representative of the Supreme Chief of 
Russia, with the Allied Government and High Command. 

To : Marshal Foch, Coiiimander-in-Chief of the Allied Annies. 

I have the honour to call your attention to the fact that the Russian Armies, 
which are fighting against the Bolchevists, are almost deprived 01 cartridges 
{cartouches de j lignes) for the Russian rifles. 

All the stocks of Russian cartridges which were possessed by the Russian Armies 
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and the Entente are already exhausted. Nevertheless, two big stocks of those 
cartridges still exist, one in Roumania, of which I had the honour to inform you 
by letter on November 15th, No. 11570,^7 and another in Germany. 

According to the information of the Russian Delegation on matters pertaining 
to prisoners of war in Berlin, there are in Germany about 150,000,000 Russian 
cartridges. This number is not exaggerated. 

However, the German Minister for Foreign Affairs affirms, according to the 
communique of the Russian Delegation, that the German Government does not 
possess any Russian cartridges. 

It may be inferred therefrom that the Government sold those cartridges to 
private individuals. The latter have two alternatives; either to clandestinely pass 
those cartridges to the Bolchevists, which they have certainly been doing, or to sell 
them directly to the anti-Bolchevist Armies, which is not in accord with the clauses 
of the Treaty of Versailles, according to which the war material is to be gratuitously 
restored to the Russian Government. 

Owing to the bad faith of the German authorities, no blockade is capable of 
stopping the sale of cartridges to the Bolchevists. On the other hand, it would be 
very difficult to force the German Government to restore these cartridges to 
Russia. In any case, even if it were possible to discover the stocks of the latter, the 
search would be so long that the individuals interested would have time to pass 
the cartridges to the Bolchevists. 

I think that the only means of receiving the cartridges in the shortest time 
possible is to authorize the Russian authorities to start negotiations with all the 
persons who possessed them, for the purchase of cartridges, and, then, to charge 
this purchase expense to the account of the German Government, if this is not 
contrary to the clauses of the Treaty of Versailles. 

On account of the great necessity for the Russian Armies to have these cartridges, 
in order to energetically continue the fight against the Bolchevists, I beg you to 
kindly give the necessary orders so that the possibility of resuming possession of 
those cartridges be studied as soon as possible, apart from the general question 
of the delivery of Russian war material. 

I am sending in the same mail a letter on the same subject to the President of 
Council, Minister of War. 

I earnestly beg you to kindly inform me of the decision made. 

General Tgherbatgheff. 

Appendix L to No. 33 

NEUILLY-SUR-SEINE, Kovember 26, igig. 

Royal Ministry for Foreign Affairs for Montenegro 

No. 1086. 

From: F[J]. S. PlamenatzS 
To: President Clemenceau. 

It is in vain that the Royal Government of Montenegro referred up to the present 
time to Montenegro’s incontestable rights in her demands to be represented at the 
Peace Conference. The latter has disregarded all these justified claims. It has 
persistently refused to take into accoimt the fact that Montenegro voluntarily 
entered the war and that according to the very avowals of the Serbian Government 
Cf. General Tcherbatcheff’s note No. 11571 in appendix G to No. 30- 
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Y/hich is hostile to Montenegro (‘Militar\^ efforts of the Serbs- Crcats-SIcven^s 
during the war of 1914-1918’, p. 16), Montenegro has lost 20,000 soldiers killed 
and a third of her population. The Peace Treaties vdth. German;: and Austria 
have been signed without the presence of Montenegro although she has been ai 
war with them from the very first day. ^Vithin a few days be signed the Peace 
Treaty with the third Enemy State, Bulgaria, and again without the participation 
of Montenegro. 

Such an attitude by the Peace Conference might lead us to suppose — which the 
Royal Government of Montenegro refuses to believe — an aid designed to favour 
Serbia in the perpetration of her crime against Montenegro, a crime surpassing 
in horror that committed by William II against Belgium in 1914. The attitude 
adopted by the Conference is not only contrary* to the solemn obligations taken by 
the Governments of the Great Powers in respect of Montenegro, but is also con- 
trary to the decision of the Supreme Council, a decision which, moreover, is unj'ost 
and disadvantageous for Montenegro. 

On behalf of the Royal Government, I have the honour to renev: my pretest 
against the injustice of the Peace Conference with regard to Montenegro, and I 
beg it to respect their rights and to convoke our Delegate as soon as possible tdtn 
a \’iew to the subsequent signing of the Peace Treaties with Germany, Austria, 
and Bulgaria. 

I have the honour to inform your Excellency that should the contrary be the 
case, that if within a short time no reply to our justified request reaches us from 
the Peace Conference the Royal Government of Montenegro will do Y:hat duV;: 
and right impose upon it, and w’hat any other Government w*ouId long since have 
done. It will address the Governments of Germany, Austria and Bulgaria ^\ith a 
request to conclude a peace treaty, Montenegro not caring to remain in a state of 
war with these countries. 

The responsibility for these steps will not rest upon Montenegro, but upon the 
Peace Conference. 

At the same time, I have the honour to call your Excellency's attention to the 
fact that the Treaties of Versailles, St. Germain and Neuiily do not prohibit 
the Gk)vernments of Germany, Austria and Bulgaria to conclude a peace Treaty 
with Montenegro. 

Please accept, etc. 

F[J]. S. PUVMENATZ. 

No. 34 

H.B. 104.] Notes of a Meetvig of the Heads of Delegations of the File Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Roomy Quai d^Orsay, Paris ^ on Tuesday^ 
December 2y igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, ^Ir. L. Harrison. 

Britisk Empire'. Sir Eyre Crow*e; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: IM. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawm. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. Bntisk Empire: Capt. 
Hinchiey-Cooke. France-. M. Massigii. Italy-. M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: Camerlynck. 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U.S,A . : Admiral McGully, U.S.N.j Mr. E. L. Dresel, Dr. James Brown 
Scott, Colonel Logan, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Lieut.-Commander Koehler 

U.S.N. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Captain Fuller, R.N., Com- 
mander !Macnamara, Mr. H. W. Malkin, General Mance, Lieut.- 
Colonel Kisch, Colonel Beadon. 

France: M. Leygues, M. Cambon, M. Laroche, Commandant Le 
Vavasseur, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: General Gavallero, Rear-Admiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, 
M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, Commander Fea. 


I. (The Council had before it an account of an interview which had taken 
place on December ist, 19 ig, between M. Dutasta, Secretary 

Jntermew between General of the Conference, and Baron von Lersner. (See 
M, Dutasta and a j- a\\ ^ 

Baron von Lersner Appendix A) .) 

M. Dutasta said that the Council had before it a correct 

account of the conversation which had taken place the preceding day be- 
tween Baron von Lersner and himself. M. Arnavon had been present at that 
meeting and had taken notes of the interview. At the close of Baron von 
Lersner’s statements, he, M. Dutasta, had asked Baron von Lersner to read 
over the notes which had been approved by the German Delegate. 

M. Dutasta wished to point out: first, that Baron von Lersner had referred 
to a conversation which had taken place between them on October 14th, 
1919; his contention then was that the possible nonratification by the 
American Senate of the Treaty with Germany would lead to a new situation, 
and that a new agreement would have to be entered into between the Powers 
which had ratified the Treaty and Germany; he, Lersner, now maintained 
that M. Dutasta had accepted his contention: this was absolutely false. 
M. Dutasta had only taken good note of what Baron von Lersner had said 
on that day without binding himself in any way. He had always pointed out 
to Baron von Lersner that he, M. Dutasta, spoke only as an Inter-Allied 
representative and that he could not express any personal opinion which 
would commit him. 

Secondly, Baron von Lersner had referred to a contradiction between the 
note of November aand^ (last paragraph), which stipulated that the protocol 
of November ist should be signed unconditionally by Germany, and a con- 
versation which he and Herr von Simson had had with M. Berthelot and 
M. Dumsta, according to which they had understood that they were invited 
to hold negotiations, both verbal and in writing. He, M. Dutasta, wished to 
point out that they had never held that language. 

M. Glemenceau stated that as von Lersner’s declaration brought up 
several difficult and important questions, he thought it very advisable to 
adjourn the discussion to the next meeting. 

(The discussion was adjourned until the following day). 

* See No. 29, appendix C. 
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2. (The Council had before it a note of the Conunission on Roumanian and 
Jugo-Slav Affairs, dated December ist, roio. 'See Annen- 

M. Laroche read and commented upon the report. He 
added that he strongly advised the Council to submit that question to the 
Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission, as the latter 
chiefly was concerned in solving the problem of coal distribution in Central 
Europe, 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed, but \%Tshed to point out that the solution should 
be offered in a very short time so as to be included in the Hungarian Treaw, 

Mr. Polk asked M. Laroche whether the proposition as made in his report 
pro\ided for the evacuation of the Pecs district by the Serbs. 

M. Laroche said that that was understood. 

It was decided : to refer back the question for immediate examination and 
report to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission, 
recommending the adoption of the following paragraph to be inserted in 
the Hungarian Treaty : ‘Hungary shall furthermore give to the Allied and 
Associated Powers an option, as reparation in part for the annual delivery 
during the five years which follow the coming into force of the Treaty, of 
a quantity of steam coal from the Pecs mines, which shall be fixed pexiodi- 
callv bv the Reparation Commission, and which the latter will dispose of in 
favW of the Serbo-Croat-Slovene State imder conditions determined by 
the Commission.’ 


3, I'The Council had before it a draft reply to the German note of November 
27, 1919 on Scapa FIow.^ (See Appendix C;.) 

Answer to the German Eyre Crowe thought it would be inadvisable 10 

note of Mt^er syih question of Scapa Flow from the question of 

on capa oa. general German attitude, which would, be dealt with 

on the following day. He wished to add that he considered the draft reply 
a very' satisfactory document. 

Mr. Polk said he would be ready to discuss the question at the next 
meeting. 

(It was agreed to adjourn the discussion until the follo%\dng meeting.) 


4. (The Council had before it a draft article concerning Fiume, to be in- 
serted in the Hungarian Treaty. (See Appendix D).) 

Report of the Drafting 7^4 j-romageot read and commented upon the draft 
ConmitteeontkeHm- Council should decide 

ganan reaty whether the second paragraph should be drafted as in 

the first alternative or the second. 

M. SciALOjA stated he agreed on the first part of the dr^t: that was a 
formula which had already been used in the Treaty with Austria. He thought 

- Xot printed. This note observed that ‘it is impossible to separate this qu«tion from 
general question of the situation in Central Europe relative to the coal supply’, and proposed 
the measure adopted by the Supreme Council, as recorded below. 

3 See No. 33, appendix G. 


467 



it was useless to draft the second paragraph according to the second altema- 
tive, for that would entail great difficulties for the future. He felt that 
Hungary should obligate itself to recognize the Council’s decisions and should 
not have any kind of supervision thereon. If the second alternative were 
accepted, Hungary could object that because of disagreement between Italy 
and the Serb-Groat-Slovene State it could not recognize the solution. A 
distinction was being made between Italy and the Principal Powers. Why 
should this be so? There was no reason why Italy should be distinguished 
from the other Principal Powers and put on a standing with the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State. If that draft were accepted, it would mean adding another 
difficulty to those which were already involved in the Fiume question. 

Mr. Polk said that a reply could be made to one of M. Scialoja’s ob- 
jections by deleting the word ‘Italy’, and the sentence should read: ‘The 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers in agreement with the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State. . . 

M. SciALOjA said he wished to point out that the second alternative would 
create a departure from the system which had prevailed until then; this was 
a Treaty with Hungary and not a Treaty with the Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 
It would simply mean a complication of the question which seemed quite 
useless. 

M. Glemenceau thought it advisable not to mention either Italy or Jugo- 
slavia in the paragraph. He could not be accused of partiality against the 
Jugo-Slavs, but he felt that he could not let Jugo-Slavia have a control over 
decisions which the Gonference took as a sovereign body. It would be 
sufficient in the second alternative, if the Jugo-Slavs were to refuse to accept 
the decision of the Gonference, for the whole question to be reopened once 
more by Hungary. 

M. SdALOjA pointed out the analogy with the Dalmatian question. It 
had been stated in the Austrian Treaty that Austria accepted the decisions 
of the Gonference regarding Dalmatia. Why should Hungrary be treated 
differently? 

Sir Eyre Growe said his views were entirely covered by the precedents 
adopted by the Gonference. In many other cases a cession of territory and 
abandonment of sovereignty rights had been decided upon, but a stipulation 
such as the one proposed in the second alternative had never been, and could 
not now be made. 

Mr.^ Polk thought it might be a little difficult to settle that question 
according to precedents alone. This was the first case where a party was a 
claimant and also a judge; Italy, he thought, would be both in this case. 

M, Glemenceau remarked that was not absolutely accurate. 

M. SciALOjA said that Italy had already held that position in the Trentino 
question. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the Dalmatian question could be cited as 
analogous with the case under discussion. 

Polk said that was the type of question which might provoke war and 
he did not think they were doing justice to the Serbs. 
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\L SciALOjA thought the risk of v;ar vvould be greater :f six pGv,:ers iusteid 
of five had to agree. 

Mr. Polk stated the United States had aiv/ays felt that Jugc-Slatda 
should be consulted on the questions -vvhich involved the securirr of peace in 
Central Europe: he did not wish to obstruct the Treat;-’ but tvantsd orJv to 
put on record his reservation on the subject. 

M. Clemenceau agreed with Mr. Folk on his declaration that the Jugo- 
slavs should be consulted, but it was preciselyforthatreason that the cuestitn 
of an agreement with Jugo-Sla via should not be mentioned in a Treatv vith 
Hungary’. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that he himself had not t'ished to have z: 
understood that the Jugo-Slavs were not to be consulted. Ke thought the 
Serbs should be heard in the same way as the Poles. 

hiR. Polk repeated that in this case two litigants t^’ere at swords" point cn 
the question, in which one sat as judge and parzy at the same time, and the 
other one outside, but he did not wish to insist. 

It w’as decided: 

to insert the following article in the Hungarian Treaty. Part III. 
Political Clauses, Section 5 — Fiume): 

^Hungary renounces aU rights and title on Fiume and the adjacent 
territories belonging to the former Kingdom of Hungary, [a]n[d] included 
within the boundaries w’hicb shall be fixed at a later date, 

^Hungarj" agrees to recognize the stipulations concerning those territories, 
especially on the nationality of the inhabitants, which shall be included in 
the Treaties intended to settle the present questions,’ 

5 . [Not printed]^ 

Appomiment of a Com- 
mittee to disirihufe the 
rolling-stock of the 
former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy 

6 . [Not printed] 5 

Report of the Drcfting 
Committee regarding 
claims of inheriting 
States for rolling-stock of 
the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy 

^ At the request of Signor Scialoja the discussion of this subject w^as adjourned until the 
following meeting: see No. 35, note 3. 

5 After a short discussion the Supreme Cbuncil approved a report by the Drafting Com- 
mittee concerning claims to this rolling-stock advanced by \ugoslavia, Italy, Poland, and 
Czechoslovakia (appendix F in original;. The main conclusion of this report w'as that ‘the 
inventory provided for by Article 318 [of the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye] shomd ce 
established under the date of the Armistice, and should not comprise matenai the late oi 
which was already regulated at that date, either as a result of legally valid war actions, or 
as a result of the Armistice itself*. 
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7. (The Council had before it a proposed declaration submitted by the 
1 I Drafting Committee. (See Appendix G^).) 

MudiX Draft- M. Fromageot read and commented upon the pro- 
lYig Committee relating to poscd ciccla,r3.tioii, Hc 3,Qcicd. tn2.t takiiig into 3.ccount 
the provisional Eastern the objection which had been raised at the preceding 
frontiers of Poland meeting he had prepared a document which took the 

form of a simple declaration to be signed by the President of the Conference. 

After a short discussion. 


It was decided: 

to approve the declaration as submitted by the Drafting Committee 
relating to the provisional Eastern frontiers of Poland. (See Appendix G^.) 


8. M. Fromageot stated that the rights of Poland on the former German and 
Russian territories had been recognized; Eastern Galicia was 
Western Galicia a special status, but no disposition had been 

made of the southwestern part of Poland (Western Galicia) and the boun- 
daries between Poland and Czecho-Slovakia had not yet been determined. 
It should, therefore, be necessary to recognize the sovereignty of Poland in 
Western Galicia on the one hand, and on the other, the rights of Czecho- 
slovakia on the territories which belonged to it should be recognized. He 
recommended that a Treaty be drafted, which would transfer the rights and 
title on the territories of the former Austro-Hungarian Government belong- 
ing to the Allied and Associated Powers by virtue of the Peace Treaties, to 
both Poland and Czecho-Slovakia. Furthermore, the sovereignty righte of 
Poland on the territories bordering Czecho-Slovakia should be recognized 
by the Allied and Associated Powers on the one hand, and by Czecho- 
slovakia on the other. Lastly, the sovereignty rights of Czecho-Slovakia on 
the territories which were attributed to it should be recognized by the Alhed 
and Associated Powers, and it was also of great importance that the boun- 
daries of Czecho-Slovakia should be determined by a single document, 
which had not yet been done. He summed up by suggesting to the Council 
that a draft Treaty be prepared which would solve only questions of sove- 
reignty rights as well as determine the frontiers. 

M. Glemengeau said that the Council would charge the Drafting Com- 
mittee with the preparation of such a Treaty, 


It was decided : 

that the Drafting Committee should prepare a draft Treaty which 
would: 

(1) attribute Western Galicia to Poland, and fix its boundaries ; 

(2) determine the frontiers of the Czecho-Slovak State, recognizing the 

sovereignty of that State over the territories comprised within said 
boundaries. 


* Not printed. This appendix contained the previously discussed draft protocol (see 
No. 32, minu te 5 and appendix E) recast in the form of a declaration. The French text 
of this declaration, dated December 8, 1919, is printed in British and Foreign State Papers 
{1919)9 voL cxii, pp. 971-2. 
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g. (The Council had before it the French proposal concerning Enemy 
_ . Submarines. (See Appendix B to e.d. 102".)} 

SvSww Leygues said that on November 29th, 1919 the Council 
had adopted the principle of the French proposal. He asied 
the Council to vote upon the same. 

Sir Eyre Cro^ve stated that the American Delegation had made certain 
reservations on the second paragraph of the proposal. 

Mr. Polk said he had no objection to offer vv-ith regard to the first and 
third paragraphs. As for the second paragraph, he could not accept the 
proportion given therein, but he expected to receive instructions from his 
Government at any time. He had proposed to his Government that it would 
be better to accept nothing on account of the unfair ratio attributed to the 
United States. 

M. Matsui said that his instructions allowed him to accept paragraphs i 
and 3 of the French proposal. He -wished however to make a reservation 
on paragraph 2 : a certain number of submarines had already been distri- 
buted between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, i.e., 43 sub- 
marines; Japan had received seven, which Japanese crews had taken from 
England to Japan at a great cost, and the Japanese Government en\-isaged 
great material difficulty in bringing those submarines back to Europe. He 
proposed that the submarines which had been attributed for propaganda 
purposes should definitely belong to the Power to which they had been 
attributed : it being understood that those submarines should be broken up 
and the material taken therefi-om should belong to the Power to which 
attribution had been made. He added that the same principle had been 
adopted for surface vessels. 

M. Leygues said he accepted the Japanese proposal. 

Sir Eyre Cro-we also accepted it, but wished to state that the breaking 
up of those submarines should be made under the supervision of the Inter- 
Allied Commission. He asked whether it would not be advisable to omit the 
sentence beginning -with the words, ‘percentage already established . . . etc.’ 
of the second paragraph. 

(This was agreed to.) 

Mr. Polk said he understood the Japanese reserv'ation applied to all 
Powers. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the American Delegation made its reser- 
vation on the whole of the second paragraph or only on the figures showing 
the percentage each Allied and Associated Power should receive. 

Mr. Polk said the American Delegation wished to reserve the whole 
paragraph. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that the time limit -within which submarines 
should be destroyed had not been mentioned in the French proposal, and he 
suggested one year. 

M. Leygues said he accepted that time limit. 

» No. 32. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the American decision would arrive 
before Mr. Polk's departure.^ 

Mr. Polk said he was sorry he could not give a definite reply to Sir Eyre 
Crowe’s question. 

M. Leygues said the French Delegation had accepted the British declara- 
tion according to which the lo submarines attributed to France as a special 
compensation should be selected from those which had not participated in 
the submarine warfare. It had done this, provided that lo such submarines 
could be found available for delivery to France. If such were not available, 
he had understood that the French Government could take those submarines 
wherever they happened to be. 

M. Leygues said that he had just received a telegram to the effect that tw^o 
of the German docks at Hamburg had been sold to Holland and had already 
been removed to that country. He wished to bring the attention of the 
Council to the dangerous situation in which the Allies would find themselves 
if they were to find German ports empty of all material. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that question should be referred to the naval 
experts for examination and report. 

It was decided : 

(1) that all the submarines turned over by the enemy Powers, ^vdth the 

exception of the small number indicated in paragraph 4 below, 
should be demolished under the supervision of a Naval Inter- Allied 
Commission ; 

(2) that the submarines already distributed to the Principal Allied and 

Associated Powers for propaganda pmrposes should not be made the 
subject of a further attribution, but that said attribution should be 
final. Those submarines should be demolished by said Powers under 
the supervision of the Naval Inter- Allied Commission; 

(3) that the principle and percentage of distribution of enemy submarines 
' be provisionally reserved ; 

(4) that France, for the reason that she is the only Power not having 

constructed submarines during the war, should receive ten German 
submarines in good condition, as compensation; the latter to be 
selected preferably amongst those which had not taken part in 
submarine warfare, wherever they stood ; 

(5) that the period granted to each of the Allied and Associated Powers 

for the destruction of submarines to be broken up should be one 
year; (see Appendix B to H.D. 102).7 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

Parisy December 2^ igig. 

® Mr. Polk was preparing to return shortly from Paris to the United States. (Cf. Papers 
relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: the Paris Peace Coriference, igig, vol. xi, 
p. 656 f.) 
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Appendix A to No. 34 


December igig^ 

Mr. von Lersner, President of the German Delegation, requested to be received 
by the Secretary General of the Conference, to whom he made the folloudng state- 
ments which have been collected almost textually: 

1 am directed to inform you verbally of my Government's reply to the Supreme 
CounciFs note of November 22 and 24.^ 

^Should you desire a written reply, I could hand it to you later, but this reply is 
vet in Berlin and will require time. 

"I must set forth that the President's doubts relative to our intentions as tc the 
fulfilment of the Treaty are, in our opinion, absolutely deprived of all foundation. 
We reject the reproach made us of being responsible for the delay of the coming 
into force of the Treaty. We ratified on July 16, and we have since then awaited 
the coming into force, that is to say, the first protocol of exchange of ratifications. 
Since the day follo'wing your ratification, I have had full powers to sign the proces- 
verbal. 

Tt was not until November 2 that we were informed of the ratification by three 
of the Great Powers. Nevertheless, the Powers did not declare themselves ready 
for the coming into force of the Treaty as was provided at the end of the Versailles 
document. This coming into force was made subject to new conditions which were 
very severe and which refer to the Treaty itself. The German Government today, 
as before, is ready: it desires a prompt reestablishment of peace by the coining into 
force of the Treaty. 

‘A large number of stipulations of the Treaty provides [for] the participation of 
America. You recall, Mr. Ambassador, that on October 14 we were agreed that 
an accord would be concluded on this subject between the Ratifying Powers and 
Germany. We now consider that this accord should not limit itself only to the 
territorial questions of the East. We are quite willing to do our share, but as you 
know all Germany considers the participation of America as an important 
guarantee. We will give our assent to the coming into force despite the absence of 
America; but, for us, it will be a sacrifice, and, in compensation, we expect that you 
will favour our requests relative to the extradition of the guilty and prisoners of w'ar. 

The German Government opposes a refusal to the demand contained in the 
Note of November 22* (last paragraph) stipulating that the protocol of November r 
must be signed unconditionally. This demand is in contradiction with your declara- 
tions and those of M. Berthelot made to M. von Simson and myself when you 
imdted us to oral and written negotiations. 

T again wish to touch on the objections which we raised against the protocol. 
For us, the Baltic question has been settled. On questions of lesser importance, 
agreement will be easy (on rolling stock, for instance) ; but what we absolutely 
refuse is: (ist) the demands presented as compensation for the scuttling of the 
German fleet at Scapa Flow; (2nd) the eventual military measures provided for in 
the last paragraph. For us, they are inacceptable. 

‘We trust with confidence that you will adopt our viewpoint. 

‘We ask that a provision be inserted in the protocol stipulating that the repatria- 
tion of prisoners of war will not be allowed to be subjected to any condition what- 
soever, unless to that provided for in Article 22 1 (return of French prisoners of war 
retained in Germany). 


9 See No. 29, appendices G and D, 



‘As regards the promises which we declare were made us relative to the re- 
patriation of our prisoners of war^ the German Government reserves the right to 
reply later.’ 

Upon leaWng, M. von Lersner stated that the German Government had ap- 
proved the departure of M. von Simson. 

Appendix G to No. 34 
Scapa Flow Affair 

Proposed answer to the German Xote of November 27^ 1919^ 

December 2^ 1919. 

To : Baron von Lersner. 

On November f27th last, you were kind enough to forward me a memorandum 
in which the German Government rejected the reparations demanded by the 
Allied and Associated Powers in their note of November i for the destruction on 
June 22 j 19193 of the German fleet anchored at Scapa Flow, and proposed to 
submit this affair to arbitration. 

The German Government, to which the Allied and Associated point of view was 
communicated on June 28, 19193 and which, on June 28 and September 3, 1919, 
made it the subject of its communications, today claims that this destruction in 
no way constitutes a violation of Germany’s obligation, — that the destroyed war- 
ships were not, at the time of their destruction, destined to be handed over to the 
Allies, — and more than that, that the destruction should be imputed to the Allied 
and Associated Powers themselves which, ‘in contradiction with the provisions of 
Article 23 of the Armistice had interned the warships not in a neutral port, but 
in an enemy port.’ 

The Allied and Associated Powders can only see in the German memorandum an 
attempt, difficult to explain, to voluntarily delay the coming into force of the 
treaty and the definite re-establishment of peace. 

In its note of September 3 last, addressed to the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments, after having noted the authentic statements of the Admiral commanding 
the destroyed German fleet, the German Government, far from disregarding the 
obligations incumbent upon it, in this respect toward the Allies, had, on the con- 
trary, set forth that the Admiral had in no way had ‘the intention of violating the 
obligations that the German Government had assumed’. 

The German Government itself also recognized that in destroying the German 
fleet the Admiral commanding had acted according to a general order; it added 
that the Admiral was aw’-are that the German proposals themselves concerning the 
peace conditions provided that the fleet be credited to reparations. 

It is precisely the destruction according to the orders of the German Government 
of what Germany thus should have handed over to the Allied and Associated 
Powers which, whatsoever the personal responsibility of Admiral von Reuter and 
his subordinates, constitutes a violation of the Armistice as well as an act tending 
to annul obligations already agreed to and on the point of being definitely signed. 

Finally, it is hardly necessary to recall that the choice of roads at Scapa Flow 
for lack of proper neutral port is, in every way, in conformity with the letter as well 
as the spirit of the text of Article 23 of the Armistice. 

Under these conditions, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers consider 
that the German Government cannot repudiate today the responsibility in- 
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cumbent upon it or seek, through arbitration, a solution for acts of war the settle- 
ment of which belongs to the said Powers. 

Consequently, the Principal Allied and Associated Po%v'ers in\-ite the German 
Government, in conformity with their note of November i last, to sign without 
further delay the protocol, thereby allowing the exchange of ratifications and the 
coming into force of the Peace Treaty, and thus by the return to normal life appease 
the sufferings of the people. 

Please accept, etc. 


Appendix D to Xo. 34. 

HUNGARIAN TRKA.Ty 
Part III. Poutical Glauses 

Section V. Fiume. Article 53 (Projjosed) 

Hungary renounces all rights and titles over Fiume and adjacent territories, 
belonging to the former Kingdom of Hungary and comprised in the boundaries 
which will be fixed later. 

1st alternative : Hungary agrees to recognize the stipulations which are to be drawn 
up relative to these territories, notably concerning the nationality of the in- 
habitants, in the Treaties destined to regulate the present affairs. 
snd alternative: Hungary agrees to recognize the stipulations elaborated by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Pow'ers in conjunction with Italy and the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State relative to these territories, notably concerning the nationality 
of the inhabitants. 


No. 35 

H.D. 105.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pickon’s Room, Quai d' Or say, Paris, on Wednesday, 
December 3, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; segret.ary, Air. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Gambon; secretaries, M, Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Entire: 

Capt. Hinchley-Cooke. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Camerljmck. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Mr. E. L. Dresel, Rear-Admiral McCuUy, U.S.N., Colonel 
J. A. Logan, Lieut.-Gommander Koehler, U.S.N., Mr. A. W. Dulles. 
British Empire: General Sackville-West, General Mance, Captain Fuller, 
R.N., Mr. Palairet, Mr. A. Deeper. 

France: General Le Rond, Commandant Le Va\'asseur, M. Maucl^re, 
M. Kammerer. 

Italy: General Cavallero, M. Vannutelli-Rey, Commandant Fea. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 



I- 


[Not printed]^ 


Personnel for the German 
Mine-Sweeping Service 

2- (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 
December 19 ig, relative to German activities in Schleswig. 

Appendix B.)) 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed thatj as was shown by the note 
before the Council, reports from Copenhagen indicated that the Germans 
were persisting in their schemes for getting around certain of the terms of the 

^ This item, the seventh on the agenda, was taken first since M. Glemenceau was unable 
to attend the meeting before eleven o’clock. After discussion the Supreme Council decided: 

(i) * To approve in principle the report of the naval experts relative to the personnel of 
the German iline-Sweeping Service.’ This report, dated November 25, 1919 (appendix A 
in original), referred to notes from the German Delegation, dated October 20 and November 
4s 19193 requesting additional crews for this service in excess of the German naval estab- 
lishment laid down in the Treaty of Versailles. The Allied Naval Advisers expressed the 
view that ‘the Allied and Associated Powers have the right to require that the Mine 
Clearance Personnel should be included in the 15,000 officers and men of which the German 
Navy is, in the future, to consist. ... It is considered that the number of men asked for by 
Germany is excessive. The following is a comparison of the British and German numbers 
employed: 



Vessels 

Officers 1 

Afen 

Average per Vessel 

‘British 

1,000 

900 ! 

1 5,000 

16 

‘German . 

328 

755 

143535 

47’ 


After severally rebutting the principal reasons upon which Germany based her demand 
{a. the permitted nav^al strength of 15,000 was required to man remaining German warships; 
Z>. crews must be specialists; c, article 183 implies obligation to retain crews in commission; 
d, need of minesweeping personnel only temporary), the report concluded: ‘During the 
winter months, minesweeping in the Baltic is largely impracticable. In consequence 
practically half the mine clearance personnel will not be employed, and opportunity can 
then be taken to make the necessary changes. In view however, of the importance to the 
general interests of commerce that the minesweeping should be completed as early as possible, 
and as its rapidity depends not only on the number of vessels, but also on the personnel, the 
following concession is proposed: “The German Navy may include, for a maximum period 
of eight months from the coming into force of the Treaty of Peace, in addition to the per- 
sonnel prescribed in Article 183, a number of men who shall be exclusively employed in the 
mine-sweeping provided for in Article 193. This additional number of men shall at no time 
exceed 10,000 and shall be progressively reduced from time to time in such manner as the 
Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall determine, so that at the end of the period 
of eight months above referred to, the personnel of the German Navy shall not exceed the 
figure stiptdated in Article 183.” ’ 

(ii) ‘Not to communicate that decision to Germany prior to a further discussion by the 
Council, w’hich at that time should likewise determine whether that point should not be 
incorporated in the protocol to be signed by Germany.’ In this connexion Sir E. Crowe 
had previously stated that he ‘saw no objection to adopting the unanimous report of the 
naval experts, but he wished to observe that a concession was thereby being made to the 
Germans. . . , He felt that this was not a very opportune moment to let the Germans know 
that such a concession was being made. Consequently, he thought it might be well to 
adopt the report in principle but not to communicate the decision to the Germans before 
it was known what line of action should be taken with regard to their attitude.’ 
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Treaty relating to the Schleswig plebiscite; thus it was that the German 
Colonel commanding the German troops in Schleswig had been eiven 
employment in that city and that troops under his command had been dis- 
guised as his employees. That was a barefaced subterfuge which could noi 
be tolerated. However, he had not suggested any decision because he felt 
that nothing could be done until the coming into force of the Treat}'. When 
the Treaty came into force it would be ea^y to send troops to Schleswig to 
drive out those disguised soldiers, but for the moment it seemed difScuk to 
make any demand upon Germany on that point. He pointed out that the 
British report strongly urged that a third battalion be sent to the plebiscite 
zone. He had confined himself to bringing this request to the Council’s 
attention. 

AI. Cambon said that the Council took note of Sir Eyre Crowe’s statements, 
as well as of the request made by Sir Charles Marling. After the Treaty 
came into force the Council could then decide what should be done.^ 

(This was agreed to.) 

3. (Upon the request of M. Scialoja that question was adjourned.; 

Plans of the 'Turkish 
Government relative to 

R£constru£tion of / Clemenceau entered the meeting.) 

Constantinople ^ 

4 - 

Creation of a Provisional [Not printed] ^ 

Commission to Organize 
the Circulation of Roll- 
ing-Stock in the States 
containing territories 
which were part of the 
former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy 

- Sir G. Marling was H.M. Alinister at Copenhagen and Chairman of the Schleswig 
Plebiscite Commission. (For a French text of the above minute see A. Tardieu and F. de 
Jessen, op. cit., p. 3*29.) 

3 M. Mauclere outlined the antecedent circumstances in this matter (see No. 22, minute 
5; No. 27, note 3 and appendix E; No. 29, note 5) and referred to ‘a new note’ from the 
British Delegation, dated December i, 1919 (appendix E to No. 34 in original: not printed), 
which questioned the previous decision of the Supreme Council (No. 29, note 5). 'The 
British Delegation, in fact,’ said M. Alauddre, 'wished the proposed new Commission to be 
fully independent of the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission.’ 
This committee ‘had considered that note and had decided, with the exception of the British 
Delegate who maintained his point of view, that there was no reason to modify the draft 
decision of the Supreme Council’. In reply Sir E. Crowe stated that ‘the British Delegation 
thought that under present conditions the intervention of the Reparation Commission was 
in no wise justified, and its information led it to believe that the proposed procedure w'ould 
not be accepted by Poland, Czecho-Slovakia or any of the new Allied States which were in 
no w'ay subject to that Commission. The Reparation Commission in fact w'as a body w'hich 
had been created to act in the interests of the Allies against the enemy Powers. It, therefore, 
was not qualified to mter\’ene in the relations between the Allied and Associated Powers and 
Allied States. Af oreover there was in existence a Commission charged with the distribution 
of Austro-Himgarian rolling-stock. That Commission acted on principles entirely different 
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5- M. Berthelot informed the Council that M Vesnitch had given him a 
letter from the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation showing 
:^nmmaI^Arrangem€nts Jugo-Slav Government had been prepared to 

sign the Austrian and Minorities Treaties when, on Nov- 
ember 2 1 St, it had been informed that it was also to sign the two financial 
arrangements signed at Saint Germain, September loth. One of those 
arrangements had greatly disturbed the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government by 
its provisions for a set-off between the sum due to Jugo-Slavia by w^ay of 
reparation and those which it would have to pay out as its contribution to 
the expenses of the liberation of the territories acquired by it. The Serb- 
Groat-Slovenes maintained that such a provision would prevent their 
receiving anything from the reparation fund within lo years, and would place 
them in an impossible economic situation as a result of the serious losses 
W’hich the years of occupation by the troops of the Central Empires had in- 
flicted upon them. The Jugo-Slav Delegation was convinced that if it could 
discuss that question directly with the former Reparation Commission 
an agreement could be reached prior to the following Friday, which was the 
expiration of the time limit granted it for signing the two Treaties and the 
two Financial Arrangements. Advantage might be taken of the presence in 
Paris of the Prince Regent, who had Technical Delegates with him, and the 
former Reparation Commission might be charged with preparing a report 
to be submitted the following Friday after having conferred upon this 
question with the Jugo-Slav Delegation. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the former Reparation Commission submit to the Council on 

Friday, December 5th, a report relative to the request of the Jugo- 
Slav Delegation seeking to obtain a modification in one of the finan- 
cial arrangements signed at Saint Germain, September 10th, 1919 ; 

(2) that the said Commission, before preparing its report, should hear the 

Jugo-Slav Delegates on that subject. 

from a juridical point of view from those actuating the Reparation Commission. Indeed it 
only acted in the general interest and not exclusively in the interests of the Allied and 
Associated Powers.’ M. Mauclere replied that ‘there was no question of imposing the 
control of the proposed Sub-commission upon the New States. It was merely desired to 
obtain from the good-will of the interested States their acceptance, without any obligation 
on their part, of the intervention of that Commission which was charged only with ensuring 
the normal exchange of rolling-stock. ... As the Reparation Commission constituted the 
only body of any permanency provided for the execution of the Treaty in that respect, there 
was a natural tendency to attach to it the temporary bodies which were also studying means 
to reestablish in Central Europe a normal economic regime which alone would allow enemy 
States to fulfil the obligations assumed by the Treaties. In a general way, therefore, it could 
be said that the question of reparations dominated the whole problem.’ After further dis- 
cussion M. Clemenceau said that he ‘agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe’s opinion that the Com- 
mittee on Organization of the Reparation Commission had a tendency to progressively 
enlarge its functions and he realized that it might be dangerous not to counteract that 
tendency but as M. Loucheur was then absent and was expected to return the following 
day he thought it would be difficult to reach a decision without consulting him. Conse- 
quently he felt it would be preferable to adjourn the rest of the discussion of this subject to 
a meeting at the end of the week.’ This was agreed to. 
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6. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation sum- 

nnmmmian reblv ^^rizing the Contents of a telegram from the French Charge 
Raumamcm reply 

Italian representatives at Bucharest. (See Appendix C).'i 

M. Berthelot read and commented upon the note of the French Dele- 
gation. He observed that the name of the American representative was not 
mentioned, although it was not said that he had adopted an attitude differing 
from that of his colleagues. 

M. Clemengeau asked if the new Roumanian h'linistr)' had been formed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Roumanian Government was quite caoable 
of having deliberately brought about a Ministerial crisis in order to ha\-e a 
pretext for not replying to the note of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Berthelot said that the French representative at Bucharest had, 
moreover, telegraphed that Vaiva[Vaida]-Voevod had been elected Presi- 
dent of the Chamber. He was opposed to a policy of resistance, and upon 
assuming the Presidential chair had made a speech in which he had insisted 
upon the necessity of Roumania’s not weakening the ties binding her to the 
Allies. Apparently the general impression of the last few days was more 
satisfactory, although surprises were of course always possible. The British 
charge d’affaires had made representations to the Queen and empha- 
sized the dangers which Roumania w'ould incur by refusing to sign. Rou- 
mania would find herself entirely isolated from a diplomatic point of \Tew, 
and she would be obliged to maintain large forces imder arms; the result 
would be a general discontent which might endanger the d)Tiasty itself. 
The Que'en had seemed impressed with that argument and has promised to 
use her influence over King Ferdinand to induce him to give a favourable 
reply to the Allies. The question now was whether or not the Council would 
grant the Roumanians the delay they requested on the ground that their 
Ministerial crisis did not permit them to reach an immediate decision. It 
was to be feared that an open break would be badly received at that moment 
by public opiiuon, and in any event, it could not be denied that the decision 
now being deliberated would have most serious consequences. 

M. Clemengeau agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe that the Roumanians had 
deliberately provoked a ministerial crisis in order to gain time. Nevertheless, 
in order to run no risk of antagonizing public opinion, he was inclined to 
grant the Roumanians a fintil short delay, six days for instance. But it should 
be clearly indicated that that delay would not be prolonged under any 
circumstances. 

Sir Eyre Crowe admitted that he felt a great hesitancy in giving his final 
opinion; there were many arguments in favour of both conclusions. On the 
one hand the Council had already sent a very succinct ultimatum to the 
Roumanians and it might be most disadvantageous to grant a prolongation 
of the time limit. He felt that the attitude of the various diplomatic repre- 
sentatives at Bucharest had not been at all satisfactory. They had not 
obeyed their instructions and they had led the Roumanians to hope that the 
Council’s decisions were not final. Quite possibly the Roumanian reply 
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might have been more satisfactory' if the attitude of the representatives of the 
Allied and Associated Powers had been more firm. His impression was that 
whatever the Council did the Roumanians were determined not to sign. 
The representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers seemed to think that 
if the Council granted a further delay to the Roumanian Giovernment the 
latter would emancipate itself from M. Bratiano’s influence and would at last 
see where its true interests lay. He was far from being convinced thereof. 
M. Bratiano was no longer in power and his party no longer had a majority 
in Parliament; but he remained very powerful. His counsels had certainly 
prevailed once more, and if the Council now seemed to hesitate his influence 
could not but be increased. As to Vaiva[Vaida]-Voevod, he thought that he 
was quite unreliable : he was, in fact, nothing more than M. Bratiano’s puppet. 
It was true that the decision was a serious one, but he pointed out that that 
decision had already been taken eight days before when the ultimatum had 
been sent. The foregoing considerations seemed to him of great weight, but, 
on the other hand, he was aware that in view of the difficulties raised by the 
situation in America and the arrogant attitude which Germany seemed to 
wish to assume it was necessary to move cautiously, and that it might not be 
advantageous to have an open break with Roumania. 

Mr. Polk remarked that he had telegraphed the American Minister at 
Bucharest that he was not satisfied wdth his attitude and that in any event, 
in case of a severance of relations, he should leave Bucharest with his col- 
leagues. 

M. SciALOjA said that he had given the Italian representative at Bucharest 
very clear instructions directing him to remain in complete agreement with 
his colleagues and to model his attitude upon theirs. He had been ordered 
to urge the Roumanian Government to conform to the decisions of the 
Council. With respect to the general question, he felt that the Roumaniains 
could not well be refused a short and final delay. It was quite possible that 
the Ministerial crisis was only a subterfuge; nevertheless, it was necessary 
that there should be a Government at Bucharest in order that a vsdid de- 
cision could be reached there. At a time when the enemies of the Allied and 
Associated Powers seemed to be again lifting their heads, it would be very 
serious if a breach were made in the ranks of the Allies. If, as he felt sure, 
Roumania finally decided to sign, the prestige of the Conference would be 
greatly increased. For these reasons he was in favour of M. Clemenceau’s 
proposal to grant the Roumanians a final extension of six days. 

M. Clemenceau agreed fuUy with all Sir Eyre Crowe had said, especially 
concerning the perfidy of M. Bratiano and the intrigues of the Roumanian 
Government. It was nevertheless true that an open break would be very 
serious, especially at that time when the situation in America imposed added 
caution. The regrettable attitude of the diplomatic representatives of the 
Allied and Associated Powers made it possible to excuse, to a certain extent, 
the Roumanian attitude. However, to make assurance doubly sure and to 
be wen within its rights, he thought that the Council had better grant 
Roumania the extension of six days. He did not agree with Sir Eyre Crowe 
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as to the Roumanian Government definitely refusing to sign. The Queen of 
Roumania, who was a very sensible and clever woman, seemed to have been 
impressed by the representations of the British representative at Bucharest. 
Her influence might be decisive; furthermore, he knew that influential 
politicians were bringing pressure to bear on King Ferdinand in order to 
induce him to yield. But if this extension were granted it should be clearly 
set forth that no consideration of any nature could induce the Council to 
grant a further extension. 

Sir Eyre Crowe recognized that there was a great deal of truth in what 
the President of the Conference had just said, and he was ready to agree in 
principle with his point of view, but he felt that the Council should calculate 
very carefully the date the extension would expire so as to give Roumania the 
time necessary to make her reply. Account should be taken of the extra- 
ordinary delays always encountered by telegrams sent to Bucharest, and the 
Council should carefully determine the conditions under which its commu- 
nication to the Roumanian Government was to be sent and delivered. A 
further question was that of the publication of the notes of the Council. 
It seemed to him that now was the time to have recourse to publication. 
The Council should not fail to avail itself of the means at its disposal for 
acting upon Roumanian public opinion which still remained ignorant of the 
true situation. 

M. Berthelot did not think that it would be advisable at that time to 
publish the notes addressed to the Roumanian Government. What was 
above all desired was to obtain the Roumanian signature. That would not 
be facilitated by a publication which might wound the national pride so 
excessive in Balkan countries. On the other hand, there would be no dis- 
advantage in publishing the notes of the Council if the severance of diplo- 
matic relations became a fait accomplL 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to again insist upon one point, to wit the ex- 
treme importance of the Roumanians having no knowledge of the delibera- 
tions of the Council or of the differences of views which might have arisen on 
that serious question. 

M. Berthelot thought that a special note might be published summariz- 
ing the last exchanges of notes widi Roumania and setting forth the reasons 
why the Council had felt obliged to grant a last extension of time to the 
Roumanian Government. That would be a way of enlightening public 
opinion without wounding any sensibilities. 

' M. Glemengeau thought that M. Berthelot might prepare a draft of that 
nature which should be submitted during the course of the day to all the 
heads of delegations and, if approved by them, should be published in the 
press of the following day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in view of the uncertain communications 
between Paris and Bucharest, the Council at the same time that it sent a 
telegram, might ask a member of the Roumanian Delegation, M. Antonescu 
for instance, to go to Roumania. He would personally carry the Council’s 
message and could exert his influence at Bucharest towards obtaining an 
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agreement. The telegram to be prepared by M. Berthelot should specify that 
it bound all the Powers and that none of the representatives at Bucharest of 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should await special instructions. 

It was decided: 

(1) that M. Berthelot should prepare, and submit on that day to the Heads 

of Delegations, a telegram informing the Roumanian Government 
that the delay granted it to submit its reply was extended for six 
days, that is to say, until noon on IMonday, December 8th , that the 
said telegram should be sent directly to Bucharest and a copy 
delivered to M. Antonescu requesting him to deliver it personally to 
the Roumanian Government ; 

(2) that the question of detail concerning the sending and delivery of the 

communication to the Roumanian Government should be examined 
by M. Berthelot and his conclusions submitted during the day to the 
Heads of Delegations ; 

(3) that M. Berthelot should prepare a note for publication in the press 

explaining the attitude of the Allied and Associated Powers towards 
Roumania,'^ and that said note should be submitted during the 
afternoon to the Heads of Delegations. 

Exequatur of Foreign [Not printed] 

Consuls at Dantzig 
prior to the Definite 
Establishment of the 
Free City 

(The meeting was then adjourned.) 

H 6 tel de Crillon^ 

Paris y December 5 , 1919- 

Appendix B to No. 35 
Memorandum for the Supreme Council 

Information has been received by His Majesty’s Government from Copenhagen 
to the effect that Doctor Koester, the German ‘Kommissar’ for Slesvig-Holstein, 
who resides in the town of Slesvig, has taken an office in the town of Flensborg and 
has stated that he intends to remain in the plebiscite area during its occupation by 
the international commission. 

It is further reported that Colonel Frumme, who was previously in command of 
the German troops in Flensborg, has been given an appointment,® nominally under 
the Ministry of Labour, and has already taken an office in one of the barracks of the 
town, where he has a staff* of some 200 non-commissioned officers and men. It 
is reported on reliable authority that these persons are still inscribed in the official 
military accounts and are still drawing pay as members of the German army. 

4 An announcement of this nature was published in the British press on December 4, 1919- 

* Note in original: ‘It is not clear from the telegram what is the nature of this appoint- 
ment.* 
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Sir Charles Marling,^ who has telegraphed from London his comments on these 
reports, observes that it is impossible to permit a measure \vhich is nothing but a 
retention of troops under the thinnest disguise, or to recognise an authority^ set uu 
at the last moment without the consent of the international commission. He adds 
that the proposed residence of Dr. Loester [?Koester] at Flensborg would appear at 
first sight to be an attempt to evade the provision of the treaty by which German 
civilian officials are to leave the plebiscite area. 

He strongly urges that a third battalion of allied troops should be placed at the 

disposal of the commission in view of the intention of the German Government 

unmistakably shown by the above-mentioned information — ^to inSuence in their 
favour the voting in the plebiscite area. 

December ist loig. 

Appendix G to No. 35 
Jiote from the French Delegation 

December 2 , igig. 

The French representative at Bucharest telegraphs that the Roumanian reply has 
been delivered to the Legations. This reply commences with a justification of the 
Roumanian policy since the beginning of the w^ar, and recalls the sacrifices suffered 
by Roumania. It indicates that the Ministry, besides not being parliamentary', 
has resigned and cannot make a decision involving so gravely the future of the 
country. It begs a delay of sufficient length to enable a Ministry' created by the 
Parliament to declare itself validly. 

The British, French and Italian representatives are of the opinion that the 
request for a delay is one of the most justified under the existing circumstances. 
They are moreover under the impression that the new Government, which will be 
supported by a majority constituted outside of the liberal party, will be better 
disposed than the resigning government. 

It is to be feared that in refusing a prolongation of the delay the campaign of the 
liberal party, which is attempting to swing the other parties in line with its intran- 
sigeance, \vould not [jzV] be facilitated. The British and Italian representatives 
insist also upon the danger which might arise from any weakening of the authority 
of the state, direct or indirect, which might be favourable to the bolshevist move- 
ment. 


No. 36 

H.D. 1 07 .^] ffotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, PichorCs Room^ Quai d^ Or say ^ Paris ^ on Friday^ December 

5 ? ^9^9^ 10,30 a,m. 

Present: : Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

^ H-D. 106 is not printed. This document recorded a meeting of the Supreme Council 
in M- Pichon’s room on December 4, i gig, at 10.30 a.m. At this short meeting the Supreme 
Council considered two questions: (i) ^Question of Ex-Austro-Hungarian skips at Cattaro. 
M. Leygues said that he was in receipt of a number of telegrams from the French Naval 
Officer in charge of the ex-Austro-Hungarian warships at Cattaro, which referred to a 
state of excitement prevailing amongst Hungarians and Jugo-Slavs at that place. He thought 
that the situation of the enemy warships in that port was rather precarious. The enemy 
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Fratice: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, IM. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M, Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.Ar. Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: 
Gapt. Hinchley-Cooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: Al. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Camerlynck. 

fleet there was composed of approximately 40 units of which 6 or 8 were important. He 
felt that an incident similar to that of Scapa Flow should not be repeated in any event.* 
After discussion the Supreme Council decided to adopt the French proposal that these 
warships ‘should be convoyed to a French port, preferably Bizerte’. (ii) ^Distribution of 
Enemy Warships to Powers with limited interests J M. Leygues said that the Polish Delegation 
had asked ‘that enemy warships be allotted to Poland. That request brought up once more 
a recent decision of the Council to the effect that no enemy warships would be attributed 
to Powers. He thought it advisable for the Council to examine their decision anew. 

As a matter of fact, Belgium had in her possession from ten to fifteen enemy warships’ which 
she asked to be allowed to keep. After discussion the Supreme Council decided: ‘(i) to 
allow Belgium to keep the small enemy warships held in her ports provided such ships be 
used only for police work; (2) to give a certain number of small enemy warships, selected 
from amongst those to be broken up by the Allied and Associated Powers, to all the Allied 
States with limited interests making a request for such vessels, provided such ships be used 
solely for police work; (3) to refer to the naval experts for examination and report the 
questions raised by the above paragraph 2.’ The record of this meeting concluded as 
follows: ‘The meeting then adjourned. The Heads of Delegations held a conference in 
cameral Sir E. Crowe, in his telegram No. 1655 of December 4 to Lord Curzon, reported 
of the adjournment of the first meeting: ‘Air. Clemenceau asked the secretaries and experts 
present to leave the room during the discussion, in consultation with Marshal Foch and 
General Weygand, of the situation created by the present attitude of Germany. After about 
an hour the two officers also left the Council and the discussion was continued by the five 
plenipotentiaries. This question forms the subject of a separate telegram.’ In his imme- 
diately following telegram, No. 1 656 of December 4, Sir E. Crowe reported : 

‘The five Plenipotentiaries and Marshal Foch sitting alone and without Secretaries dis- 
cussed this morning German situation with special reference to recent communication from 
German Delegation in which they refuse to sign Protocol and wish to make exchange of 
ratifications of Treaty of Peace dependent on elimination of clause respecting handing over 
of war criminals. 

‘Marshal Foch explained that anything which deferred establishment of peace and con- 
tinued regime of armistice aided Germany in strengthening her military powers. This 
therefore (? point) ed to importance of getting Germany to bring peace into operation as 
soon as possible. On the other hand he developed (? at some) length theoretical aspect of 
a possible tennination of armistice which as he explained would bring us back absolutely 
to state of war and should therefore be preceded by concerted action of Allied plans for 
conducting such (? war) and also by recreation of Allied Armies which were fast disappear- 
ing imder process of general demobilization. 

‘If Alliance were to decide on some military operation on a limited scale (? with) definite 
object of inducing Germany by this means to accept our conditions Marshal Foch mentioned 
as possible alternative plans : 

‘ I . Occupation of Frankfurt. 

‘2. Occupation of basin of Ruhr including Essen. Of these alternatives he described first 
as easier but less decisive, second as requiring a considerably greater effort but more 
effective. 

‘After Alarshal Foch’s withdrawal there was general agreement amongst five Pleni- 
potentiaries that there was no occasion at present to contemplate an imminent termination 
of armistice or resumption of hostilities, there being every indication that Germany on her 
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The following were also present for items in which they ' vere concerned : 

L\S,A. : Mr. E. L. Dresel, Rear-Admii'al McCnhy, U.S.X.. Dr. James 
Bro^vn Scott, Lieut.-Gomniander Koehler, Mr. A. '^vV. Dulles. Mr. 
Nielson, M. Hodge. 

British Empire i Mr. A. Leeper, Mr. K. ''♦V. Malkin, Captain Fuller, R.N. 
France: M. Mauclere, M. Serruys, M. Laroche, General Le Rond, 2vl. 
Fromageot. 

; Admiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. DelFAbbadessa. M. Stranieri, 
Commandant Fea, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I. 

Sigruavxe of the printed]* 

Financial Arrangements 
of Saint Germain by the 
Serb-Croat-Slocene 
Government 

part was in no way prepared for such an eventuality-. On the other hand it ^vas agreed that 
it was essential to insist on Germany's acceptance of our terms as any yielding on our part 
or readiness to bargain for her consent would inevitably lead to fresh demands because of 
indication of an inability on the part of Alliance to enforce their terms. 

‘It was decided not to enter into any discussion with Germany on the question of how 
Treaty on certain of its provisions might be affected by non-ratification of America. Ratifi- 
cation by United States was still an open question and it would be better to give no indica- 
tion that we doubted its being ultimately effected. 

‘American delegate was at first in favour of dropping demands for Scapa (? reparations) 
suggest (ing to) let the fulfilment of those demands be (? made) depends [jic] on an ultimate 
decision of Reparation Committee, but ^Monsieur Clemenceau strongly supported me in 
negativing this proposal. He thought we must maintain our demands but that we might 
offer to agree hereafter to consider any representations that German Government might 
make for the purpose of proving that handing over of particular docks or harbour equip- 
ment would cripple their means of maintaining effectively their fluvial and canal naviga- 
tion. I undertook to recommend such a solution to my Government and my Naval Adviser 
is telegraphing direct to Admiralty on the subject. 

‘On point of surrender of criminals no concession is considered possible. 

‘As regards repatriation of German prisoners from France answer will be that matter is 
definitely settled by Treaty itself and that Germany has only to proceed with exchange of 
ratifications to obtain satisfaction. Monsieur Clemenceau repeated declaration that he had 
more than once recently made, that French Government have no interest in keeping these 
prisoners except as a means of pressure to obtain peace and that immediately peace becomes 
operative repatriation will commence. 

‘It was finally agreed that Monsieur Clemenceau should submit if possible tomorrow a 
draft note to be addressed to German delegate conciliatory in tone but firm in maintaining 
our demands subject to assurance to be given as to Scapa reparation. Note w’'Ould end with 
a w-aming conveyed in courteous but clear tones that should German Government ( ? main- 
tain) their refusal to fulfil conditions necessary to establish peace. Allied and Associated 
Governments would be compelled to consider what measures they might have to take in 
order to enforce their demands. 

‘I shall of course submit text of proposed note to Your Lordship before assenting to it.* 

“ M. Mauclere referred to the Yugoslav objection to certain provisions of the agreement 
concerning contributions to the cost of liberation of territories of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy (Treaty Series, 1919, No. 14, Cmd. 458. Cf, No. 35, minute 5). In 
accordance with the previous decision of the Supreme Council, the Reparation Commission 
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2. M. Clemengeau thought that it would be well to adjourn until the 
following day the examination of that draft replys as well 
Draft R£ply to the general note which was to be sent to Germany.^ 

Scapa^ioT The draft of that latter note did not fully satisfy him." 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed^ but wished to make a remark 
on the subject of the note relative to Scapa Flow. The British Admiralty had 
just published some documents which showed in an incontrovertible manner 
that the German Government gave instructions to sink the fleet.5 He thought 
the [that] these documents had been communicated to the Drafting Com- 
mittee. In his opinion the answer should [?have] taken them into account. 

M. Fromageot replied that his Committee had in fact regretted ^^aving 
had no other knowledge of these documents than through the press; how- 
ever, his Committee would receive them that afternoon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to make another observation concerning the 
passage in the draft of the general note relating to Scapa Flow and to the 
compensation which was being demanded. He proposed that the Council’s 
answer on this point should read as follows: ‘A reply, annexed hereto, to 
the German note of November 24th on Scapa Flow establishes the legal 
point of view. The Allied and Associated Powers examined the question 
before making their demands, and they do not share the fears expressed by 

had on the preceding day met the Yugoslav representatives and agreed upon a solution 
whereby articles 4 and 5 of the aforesaid agreement should be eliminated and replaced by 
a new article 4 (appendix A in original: not printed: for the text see Treaty Series, 1920, 
No. 7. Cmd. 637.) M. Mauclere explained ^at the new article ‘in no way changed the 
situation of the States affected by the former Article 4. Its only effect was to place in the 
same situation as the latter, the States affected by the former Article 5. The debt due by 
these latter States would likewise be represented by bonds issued under the same conditions 
as those provided for by former Article 4. As those bonds matured the Reparation Com- 
mission would withhold from the sums due to the States in question by way of reparation 
such sums as became necessary for interest payments and amortization. Serbia, therefore, 
preserved all its rights to immediate reparation. The Italian Delegation adhered to that 
condition on the condition that the Special Arrangement concluded with respect to Italy 
[Treaty Series, 1919, No. 15, Cmd. 459] should be modified in a similar manner. At the 
last minute and after the meeting ended the Serbian Delegate presented a new demand with 
a view to securing for his country treatment similar to that accorded to Belgium and to have 
granted to it a priority of 2,000,000,000 francs on the reparation account. He (M. Mauclere) 
had replied that the Commission was not competent to pass upon that demand. He pointed 
out moreover that that was the first time that the Serbs had raised the question and they in 
no wise made it a condition precedent to their signing the financial arrangement. . . . 
M. Bcrthdot added that the question was all the more delicate as the Serbs had to sign the 
Bulgarian Treaty before noon of that very day.’ After discussion the Supreme Council 
decided: (i) to accept the solution proposed by the Reparation Commission; (ii) that 
the Drafting Committee should similarly modify the agreement with Italy; (iii) ‘that the 
Drafting Committee be charged with determining the procedure to be followed so that the 
modification of the said Financial Arrangements thus rendered necessary should not prevent 
the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government from adhering to the Treaty with Austria and the 
Minorities Treaty, and from signing the Bulgarian Treaty, within the time limit provided.’ 

3 See No. 34, appendix C. 

♦ See note i above. 

5 A statement on this subject, quoting relevant documents, was issued by the British 
Admiralty on December 3, 19 -I 9 » was published on the following day in the British press. 
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the German Government regarding the disastrous effect on the economic life 
of German ports. The term[s] of the protocol must stand. On receipt of a 
complete list of all the floating docks, floating cranes, tu.^ and dredgers, 
which is demanded by the protocol, the Allied and .Associated Powers will 
m al-p known their selection, keeping in \iew the general economic situation 
of the German ports. Should thereafter the German Government think that 
it is able to prove that some particular demand is of a kind gravely to affect 
Germany’s legitimate requirements in respect to the maintenance of her 
flmdal na\igation, or similar vital economic interests, the German Govern- 
ment may present its claim to the Principal Allied and .Associated Powers 
who will be prepared to consider them in a spirit of equity after consultation 
with their naval ad\'isers and after hearing the Reparation Commission.’ 

M. Clemenceau said that that text satisfied him fully. 

Mr. Polk asked who would examine the German claims. There would 
no longer be a Supreme Comicil and the .Ambassadorial Council would not 
be competent to pass upon them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that there had not been any decision as to what 
body would succeed the Supreme Council, but it was certain that some 
competent authority would exist. 

Mr. Polk doubted it. He pointed out that there already existed a Repara- 
tion Commission which was competent to determine that matter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the question could not be determined by 
the Reparation Commission alone. It also afiected the naval authorities. 

M. Clemenceau observed that the Reparation Commission was not 
competent to reach a decision which had to be taken by the Allied and 
.Associated Powers. 

Mr. Polk said that the real question, however, was whether the Germa^ 
could fulfil their obligations if they were deprived of the material essential 
to the existence of their ports and their fluvial navigation. He was afraid 
that the only idea of the naval experts was to seize that material. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the naval experts would be heard and also 
the Reparation Commission. After that the Governments would decide. 

M. Clemenceau thought that that reply would satisfy Mr. Polk. 

Mr. Polk said that he was sorry that essentially commercial material was 
being taken by way of compensation for war material. He reiterated that 
the only question was whether Germany needed that material in order to 
furnish the reparation owed by her. The Reparation Commission was the 
body which could answer that question. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether Mr. Polk would be willing to refer to 
the Reparation Commission the question of the German ships held in 
American ports. It should not be forgotten that the Scapa Flow afiair came 

under the Armistice. . . 

Mr. Polk replied that he would not object if the Reparation Commission 
would decide to give back the Imperator. Aside firom that, in the case under 
consideration, he wished to know who would have power to pass judgment 
if it were not the Reparation Commission. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe replied that it would be the Five Governments; they had 
settled all the questions concerning the Armistice. 

M. Berthelot wished to make two observations : first of all, he did not 
think that the documents published by the British Admiralty, which Sir 
Eyre Crowe had just referred to, were as convincing as the latter seemed to 
think. He, M. Berthelot, had informed M. Fromageot of their substance and 
the latter had thought that it would not be advisable to engage in a long 
discussion with the German Government on that subject, but that it would 
be better to utilize the avowals made by the Germans in their notes. 

M. Clemenceau thought that it would be well, nevertheless, to take into 
account the Admiralty’s documents.^ 

hi. Berthelot added that, on the other hand, it seemed to him desirable 
that the Drafting Committee should point out in the note that military action 
did not necessarily imply a resumption of a state of war. There were many 
precedents for that view. 

(The discussion of that subject was then adjourned.) 


3. (The Council had before it a draft Treaty prepared by the Drafting 
Treaty between the Committee (Appendix B) and a modification of the last 
Principal Allied and P^rt of Article 2 of that draft (see Appendix C).^) 
Associated Powers, M. Froi^la^geot read and commented upon these two 

Poland and the Czecho- documents. 

Slovak State 


After a short discussion. 

It was decided : 

(1) to accept the draft Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated 

Powers, Poland and the Czecho-Slovak State, prepared by the 
Drafting Committee; 

(2) that the last part of Article II of that Treaty be drafted as indicated 

in Appendix C .7 


4. 

Expenses of the 
International Tescken 
Commission 


[Not printed]® 


® The following sentence was accordingly added to the end of the fifth paragraph of the 
draft note in appendix C to No. 34: ‘Did not the Head of the German Admiralty write 
privately to Admiral von Reuter at Scapa Flow as early as May 9, 1919 : “Whatever may be 
the fate of these vessels under the pressure of political events, this fate will not be decided 
without us; it will be accomplished by ourselves, and the surrender of the vessels to the 
enemy is out of the question”?’ With this addition the draft in No. 34, appendix C, was, 
subject to verbal variation, the text of the final note of December 8. 

’ Not printed. See note 1 2 below. 

8 The Supreme Coxmcil considered a short note from the ‘International Commission at 
Teschen’, dated December 3, 1919 (appendix D in original), which stated in part that this 
Co mmis sion ‘on account of the short duration of its mandate, should assume no part of the 
a dminis tration of the country; consequently, it shall have no local revenue to collect, and 
the totality of its expenses shall be advanced by the Allied Governments’. In commenting 
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5. Sir Eyre Crowe informed the Council that according to a telegram 

Roumanian Affairs from Bucharest the representatives 

ot the irnncipal Allied and Associated Powers had agreed 
with the Roumanian Government on a formula which the latter would 
accept and which would be satisfactory to the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers. That formula was reported to have been already telegraphed tc Paris. 

M. Clemenceau observed that on the preceding day he had seen General 
Coanda who had spoken in a most satisfactory manner. He knew nothing, 
however, of the formula that Sir Eyre Crowe mentioned. 

M. Berthelot said that a telegram had indeed arrived but it was still in 
an incomplete condition; the part which had been deciphered seemed 
satisfactory. As soon as complete text was available it would be sent to the 
various Delegations. 

6. (The Council had before it a draft of the Financial Clauses dated 

December ist, 1919 (see Appendix E,’ and the 

l^nannal. Economic and Economic and Reparation Clauses ('Appendix F'.-® 

Reparation Clauses of ti/to l 

the Treaty of Peace with Serruys read and commented upon the proposed 

Hungary measures relative to the economic and reparation 

clauses. He pointed out that all members of the Economic 
Commission were in agreement and that that Commission was likewise in 
agreement with the Reparation Commission. The principal provisions con- 
cerned the supply of coal from the mines at Pecs by Hungary to the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State. That supply would be controlled by the Reparation 
Commission. In a like manner the Economic Commission had thought that 
the Treaty should provide for the supply by Austria to Hungary of foodstuffs 
within limits to be fixed by the Reparation Commission if a direct agree- 
ment were not reached between the interested parties. Finally the Com- 
mission had decided on the proposal of the Czecho-Slovak Delegation, to add 
two paragraphs to the article corresponding to article 264^^ of the Treaty of 
Saint Germain in such a manner as to adapt it to Hungarian special legisla- 
tion. On the other hand it had rejected a Serbian demand which sought a 
revision of the principle, already many times affirmed, which prohibited 
liquidation of enemy property in transferred territories. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that all that remained to be done w-as to refer these 
texts to the Drafting Committee for insertion in the Treaty. 

upon this note General Le Rond stated that ‘it seemed that the best solution would be to 
have the joint expenses common to the whole Commission, which, moreover, would cer- 
tainly not exceed 50,000 francs per month, provisionally covered by advances of equal sums 
by the various Powers represented on the Commission. The Presidency of the Commission 
in fact belonged to the United States and it was only provisionally being held by France.* 
The Supreme Council decided to adopt the solution proposed by General Le Rond. 

’ Not printed. This draft text of Part IX (articles 180-99) of the Treaty of Trianon is 
printed in The Hungarian Peace Negotiations^ voL i, pp. 598-605. 

Not printed. This appendix contained drafts submitted by the Economic Commission 
for: (i) the second subparagraph of paragraph i of annex V to Part VIII of the Treaty of 
Trianon; (ii) article 207 of the treaty; (iii) article 208; (iv) the last three paragraphs of 
article 249. Apparently a mistake for article 266. 
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Mr. Polk said he would have to make a reservation with respect to the 
solution given to the question of the Pecs Mines. 

It was decided : 

to accept the Financial, Economic and Reparations clauses of the Treaty 
with Hungary and to refer the same to the Drafting Committee for final 
drafting ; with the reservation that Mr. Polk should inform the Secretary 
General of the Conference whether he accepted the provisions relative to 
the coal of the Pecs Mines, 

7. M. Clemengeau informed the Council that the President of the Austrian 

^ ^ , Delegation had just handed him a request of Chancellor 

Austrian Delegation Renner that he be permitted to come to Pans to consult 

with the Council on the economic situation of Austria. 
He (M. Clemenceau) felt that both from a political point of view and for 
humanitarian reasons it would be well to accede to that request and to reply 
that the Coimcil would be glad to have M. Renner come to Paris. 

M. Dutasta remarked that it was only that morning at 10 o’clock that he 
had seen M. Eichoff. The latter would certainly appreciate the promptness 
with which the Council had given an answer. 

It was decided: 

that the Secretary General of the Conference should immediately in- 
form the Austrian Delegation that, far from being opposed to Chancellor 
Renner’s coming to Paris, the Council would be glad to have him come. 

8. Mr. Polk said that the decision reached at the meeting of the Council 

on the preceding day relative to the former Austro- 
ga^n w^skip^aT warships at Cattaro imder guard of the French 

Spalato navy^ had not covered the case of the warships at Spalato 

under guard of the American navy. The Council, how- 
ever, had recognized that the American navy had a right to convoy these 
warships to another port. 

It was decided: 

that the two former Austrian warships now at Spalato under guard of 
-'~---4]Le^America^ Navy might, if the American Naval authorities so desire, 
be coTavoyed from Spalato to a port to be designated by the American 
Naval authorities, in accordance with the principle decided upon by the 
Council at its last meeting with respect to former Austro-Hungarian w^ar- 
ships imder guard of the French Navy at Cattaro (See H.D. 106, Minute 1).^ 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

HSfel de Crillon^ 

Paris^ December 

Appendix B to No. 36 
Poland and Czechoslovakia 

The United States of America, The British Empire, France, Italy, and Japan, The 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, Poland, and the Gzecho-Slovak State, 
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Desiring to assure the sovereignty of Poland and the Czecho-Slovak Stare o\’er 
the territories recognized as belonging to them respectively, 

The undersigned, after exchanging their full po^vers, found in good and due 
form, have agreed as follows: 


Article i 

Subject to the special provisions of the Treaties and Decisions corxluded for the 
purpose of completing the present settlement, the High Contracting Parties recog- 
nize the sovereignty of Poland over the territories of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy lying to the north of the frontier line hereafter described : 

From a point on the course of the Oder immediately south of the Ratibor- 
Oderberg railway — ^south-eastwards to the point of meeting of the three old 
boundaries between Galicia, Hungary and the Duchy of Teschen, 

a line to be defined subsequently in accordance with the Decision of September 
27 , 1919; 

thence to the point where it is met by the western boundary of the political 
district of Nameszto, 

the old boundary between Galicia and Hungary; 

thence eastwards to the point where this old boundary is met by the southern 
boundary of the political district of Trsztena, 

a line to be defined subsequently in accordance with the Decision of September 

27. 1919. 

thence to point 2508 of the Magas Tatra, 

the old boundary between Galicia and Hungary; 

thence to point 1052 about 13 kilometres north-west of Olublo, 

a line to be defined subsequently in accordance with the Decision of September 

27. 19195 

thence eastwards, then east-south-eastwards to a point about 2 kilometres south 
of point 1335 (Halicz) where it meets the administrative boundary^ between the 
districts of Lisko on the west and of Turka on the east, 
the old boundary^ between Galicia and Hungary^. 

This is the point common to the three frontiers of Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, and 
Eastern Galicia. 

The Boundary Commission provided for in the seventh paragraph of Article 83 
of the Treaty of Peace with Germany concluded on June 28, 1919, will have to 
trace on the spot the frontier line described above. . . 

The remainder of this draft treaty comprised: (i) Article 2, delimiting the territories 
of Czechoslovakia. This article was, apart from minor verbal variation, the same as article 
II, paragraphs 1—4, of the treaty relative to the frontiers of Poland, Roumania, Yugoslavia, 
and Czechoslovakia, concluded at SfevTes on August 10, 1920 (Treaty Series, 1921, No. 20. 
Cmd, 1548) ; (ii) a concluding formula providing, among other things, that the treaty ‘vviil 
come into force at the same time as the Treaties of Peace with Austria and with Hungary. 
The deposit of ratifications will be effected at Paris at the same time as the deposit of ratifi- 
cations of the said Treaties.’ This concluding formula was, however, replaced by the altema- 
twe draft contained in appendix G in the original and approved by the Supreme Council. 
This approved draft was, mutatis mutandis, the same as the concluding formula (beginning: 
‘The present Treaty, in French, in English and in ItaHan . . .’) in the aforesaid treaty signed 
at Sevres on August 10, 1920. 
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No. 37 


H. D. io8.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room^ Quai d'Orsay^ Paris, on Saturday, 

December 6, igig^ at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. 

Arnavon, M. De Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Rear-Admiral McGuUy, U.S.N., Mr. Ellis L. Dresel, Colonel 
J. A. Logan, Lieut. -Commander Koehler, U.S.N. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Captain Fuller, R.N., Lieut.- 
Commander Dunne, Mr. A. Leeper, Mr. Ibbetson-James. 

France: M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, M. Laroche, M. Mauclere, M. 

Seydoux, M. Kammerer, M. Sonnolet, M. Cheysson. 

Italy: Rear-Admiral Grassi, M. Dell’Abbadessa, Commandant Fea, 
Commandant Ingianni. 

I. (The Council had before it 5 resolutions passed at meetings of the 

^ , Supreme Economic Council in Rome.^ (See Appendix 

Resolutions passed at the ^ 

M. Loucheur read and commented upon the resolu- 
tions. He added with regard to the question of [? the] 
provisioning of Austria the Committee on Organization of 
the Reparation Commission had examined at a meeting 
held on the preceding day the question of provisioning 
Austria and they were waiting for a reply from the Italian 
Government with reference to the sending of 12,000 tons of cereals to Vienna 
from Trieste following an agreement made between Italy and Austria. He 
had also seen Mr. Austen Chamberlain^ in London; the British and French 
Governments were willing to do their utmost to help until the credit opened 
for the provisioning of Austria had been exhausted. With regard to the 
situation of the Armenian refugees in the Caucasus, the Supreme Economic 
Council wished to bring the attention of the Supreme Council to the great 
importance of providing for the provisioning of those refugees and he under- 
stood that the Armenians had applied to the American Delegation direct. He 
wished to ask Mr. Polk what could be done in the matter. 

Colonel Logan stated that a telegram from Mr. Hoover had been received 

I The thirty-first session of the Supreme Economic Council had been held in Rome on 
November 21-3, 1919: cf. Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: The Paris 
Peace Conference^ iQig, vol. X, pp. 613-74. 

^ Chancellor of the Exchequer. 


session of the Supreme 
Economic Council in 
Rome: (a) Austria, 
(b) Danger of non- 
ratification, (c) Ar- 
menia, (d) Russia, 
(e) Oil Tankers 
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to the eflFect that an arrangement had been entered into with the Grain Cor- 
poration to supply 35,000 tom of cereals on credit to Armenia, to be distri- 
buted under Colonel fiashell s supervision, ^Furthermore, the American Red 
Cross had given 1,700,000 dollars for relief purposes. 

M. Loucheur said that with regard to the Russian question, he was of 
the opinion that it would be advisable to awrait a solution of the Russian 
problem before taking any action in the matter. 

Mr. Polk said that he had just received a proposal from the American 
Government on the question of the tank ships which Mr. Dresel would submit 
to the French and British Delegations. He wished to put on record that 
the United States were not now represented on the Supreme Economic 
Council. 

(The Council took note of the resolutions passed by the Supreme Economic 
Coimcil at Rome and of M. Loucheur’s declarations on the subject.) 


(The Council had before it a letter from the President of the Committee 
on Organization of the Reparation Commission to the 
President of the Peace Conference, dated November 27th, 
1919, to which were attached a memorandum by the 
American Delegation, two notes from the French Dele- 


j\oie from the Com- 
mittee on Organization 
of the Reparation Com- 
mission regarding (a) 


Customs paid on Franco- gatiorij and a list of products prohibited from importa- 
German and Germano- tion into Germany, for which the French Government 

Belgian frontiers-, (b) ^sked that free entry into Germany be allowed. (See 
payment of German cus- a ,• tin \ ^ 

torn duties on a GoU Appendix B).) 

Basis Colonel Logan read and commented upon the 

rnemorandum presented by the American Delegation 
to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission, dated 
November isyth [?8th], 1919. 

M. Loucheur said that the German Delegation had proposed that the 
German Government be allowed to establish the customs duties in gold 
marks, more exactly in paper marks, taking the rate of exchange into account. 
He was of the opinion that at the present time no reply should be made to 
Germany before the exchange of deposit of ratifications and the signing of 
the Protocol. On the other hand, a very important question came up in 
which France and Great Britain were especially interested: Germany had 
edicted a series of import prohibitions; it could not be contested that that 
was her right, but she should not be allowed to evade the provisions of the 
Treaty in order to treat the Allies in different ways. He therefore suggested 
that a solution be adjourned until Germany had signed the Protocol and the 
deposit of ratifications had taken place. In the second place, the right of 
prohibiting imports should be connected with the whole question of the 
payment of customs duties. 

Mr. Polk said that, with reference to the memorandum of the American 
representative on the Reparation Commission, the difficulty was that for 
some time past Germany had been applying two principles in the payment 
of German customs duties : in ports she had applied a gold basis, but on her 
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land frontiers payment was being made in paper. That was a discrimination 
in favour of the countries which were importing by land as against those 
importing by sea. 

Colonel Logan said that France and Belgium were paying one-ninth of 
the import duties that Great Britain and America paid on a gold basis. 

M. Lougheur remarked that such a fact had never been brought to his 
attention nor, as far as he was aware, to the notice of the Committee on 
Organization of the Reparation Commission. 

Mr. Polk said that Sir John Bradbury^ and Mr. Rathbone had both 
raised the question. 

M. Lougheur said everybody agreed that there should be no different 
treatment between the Allies and that payment of customs duties should be 
made in gold. He insisted on what he had said before, that no answer should 
be made to Germany at the present time and that the question of import 
prohibitions should be settled at the same time. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the questions be referred back to the Committee 
on Organization of the Reparation Commission for consideration. The 
questions were covered by Article 269 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany. 

M. Lougheur said he did not agree: the provisions of the Treaty were that 
customs duties should not be changed during a certain lapse of time, but 
payment on a gold basis would entail an increase of customs duties. 

M. SciALOjA thought that it would be advisable to consult the Economic 
Commission, as the questions were not entirely within the province of the 
Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission. 

M. Lougheur remarked that there no longer was an Economic Commission 
and that on the other hand the Committee on Organization of the Repara- 
tion Commission had consulted the economic experts. 

M. Matsui agreed with M. Scialoja, and said that he had some time 
ago, when the Treaty with Germany was being prepared, proposed a clause 
which would have prevented Germany from prohibiting any importations. 
Such a clause had not been accepted, but nevertheless he was of the opinion 
that the economic experts should be heard. 

M. Lougheur said that up to that time they had never referred to Com- 
missions which were charged with the preparation of the Treaty, questions 
of execution of the Treaty; he proposed that representatives of the Allied 
and Associated Powers on the Committee on Organization of the Reparation 
Commission should study the questions in accord with economic experts, and 
Japan would have an opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Polk wished to propose the following resolution: that the questions 
be referred back to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Com- 
mission with instructions to take the necessary action without delay and 
further to decide itself such questions in the future. 

M. Lougheur thought that the question was important and should be 

3 Joint Permanent Secretary to the British Treasury and subsequently the principa 
British representative on the Reparation Commission, 
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referred back to the Supreme Council by the Committee on Organization 
of the Reparation Commission. 

Mr. Polk asked why this question should come back to the Supreme 
Council. 

M. Clemengeau replied that it was a question involving other matters of 
political importance and that although he agreed in principle with Mr. Polk's 
proposition, he was of the opinion that the questions should still be referred 
back to the Supreme Council without delay, and that at any rate no action 
should be taken before the Germans had signed the protocol and the deposit 
of ratifications had taken place. 

It was decided : 

(1) to refer back to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation 

Commission in accord with economic experts Loth the question of 
payment of German customs duties on a gold mark basis, and the 
import prohibition by Germany; 

(2) that the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission 

submit immediately a report to the Council ; 

(3) that no reply be given -to Germany until she had signed the protocol 

and the Treaty of Peace had come into force. 


3. M. Berthelot said they had received a letter from Bucharest dated 
November 30th which related to an incident w’hich had 
Roumanian nswer place in the past, but which was of a certain impor- 

tance. Before withdrawing, the Government of M. Misu and General 
Vaitoianu had tried to put a negative answer before the Powers: but the 
Allied representatives had evaded such a manoeuvre on the part of the 


Liberal party. 

Telegrams sent from Bucharest between December 2nd and 4th gave the 
following information: M. Vaida-Voevod, before seeing the Kang of Rou- 
mania, had had a conference with the Allied representatives, the result of 
which was that as regards requisitions in Hungary Vaida-Voevod would be 
ready to accept the appointment of an Inter-AlUed mixed Commission as 
proposed but maintained that it would be impossible that such a Commission 
should have the power to inflict penalties ; on the other hand, the Roumanian 
army would "withdraw to the boundaries fixed by the Peace Conference. 
He would take note of the assurances given by the Supreme Council, and 
expressed his conviction that the Council would be able to find a solution 
satisfactory to Roumania. It had been feared for some time that the King 
would call to power M, Maniu, but in the morning of December 3rd 
M. Maniu had refused, and M. Vaida-Voevod had been asked to form a 
cabinet. Thereupon M. Vaida-Voevod had consulted all the political 
leaders with the exception of the Liberals, and had concluded from his 
consultation that they would be in favour of the signature by Roumania; he 
had authorised the Allied representatives at Bucharest to telegraph to Paris 
that the majority of the parties was in favour of Roumania s signature and 
promised to sign if the King accepted the Cabinet. 

M. Antonescu, furthermore, was about to arrive in Bucharest; under those 
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conditions one could well hope that a satisfactory telegram would be re- 
ceived from Roumania within the time limit laid down by the Council. 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 

(The Heads of Delegations then held a conference in camera^Y 
Hotel de Crillon^ 

Paris, December 6, igig. 

^ In telegram No. 1667 of December 6 to Lord Curzon (received December 7), Sir E. 
Crowe reported of this meeting : ‘At the request of Monsieur Clemenceau, the secretaries 
and experts then left the room and the five plenipotentiaries discussed the situation pro- 
duced by the attitude of Germany, with the assistance of Mr. Dresel, a member of the 
United States Delegation, who had had an interview with M. von Lersner.’ In telegram 
No. 1662 of even date (received 9,25 p.m., December 6) Sir E. Grow'e reported: 

‘Supreme Council settled to-day text of proposed note to German Delegation [v, inf] ; 
it is on lines w’hich I have already foreshadow’ed. It makes concessions respecting Scapa 
reparation in a form of w'ords accepted as entirely satisfactory by Americans. It also meets 
German objection as regards reservation of right to resort to military action, which had 
formed part of Protocol. 

‘On this and on all other points five plenipotentiaries were unanimous. Further evidence 
was produced to show that there is every reason to expect that German Delegation will 
sign. The Americans have had a further interview with Lersner in which they categorically 
told him that in regard to these matters America and Allies were solid. Both M. Clemen- 
ceau and Italian Delegate had independent information that Germans will accept. 

‘In the circumstances M. Clemenceau strongly urged, and both American and Italian 
agreed, that it was absolutely necessary not to show any weakness in wording of our reply 
as this alone might make Germans hesitate. The note accordingly terminates with following 
passage which I translate literally from the French (Begins) . 

‘ “Until Treaty of Peace comes into operation the denunciation of Armistice suffices to 
leave Allied armies every latitude as regards such military measures as they might consider 
necessary. If German Government continues to defer signature of Protocol and thereby 
definitely ratify [sic] Treaty Supreme Council are determined without further delay to place 
Germany in face of a rupture of Armistice with all the consequences which would follow 
therefrom (Ends).” 

‘All my colleagues expressed greatest anxiety to get this note off to Germans at once. 
They are convinced that delay can only encourage Germany to believe Allies are not united. 
I promised to do my best to obtain by telephone your and Prime Minister’s authority to 
sign note if possible to-day or at least not later than to-morrow. 

‘Monsieur Clemenceau repeated message which he sent through Lord Derby yesterday 
that if, contrary to expectation, German answer to this note should be unsatisfactory he 
would at once proceed to London to consult Prime Minister but both he and Mr. Polk made 
earnest personal appeal to me to do what I could to obtain immediate assent to despatch 
of note. 

‘I trust in the circumstances that it may be possible for Your Lordship to obtain Prime 
Minister’s consent and to let me have necessary authority if possible in course of the day. 

‘I shall send by bag to-night actual text of draft note. It differs only in small particulars 
from original draft [not printed: cf. No. 36, minute 2] sent yesterday except that concluding 
paragraph which I have (? quoted) takes place of original concluding paragraph.’ 

The draft of December 6 read as follows: 

‘Monsieur le Pr&ident, 

‘i. Le Conseil Supreme a pris connaissance de la communication verbale que vous avez 
faite, le decembre, au nom du Gk>uvemement allemand. 

‘2. Les notes des et 22 novembre ont defini la responsabilite du Gouvernement 
allemand dans le retard de la ratification du Traite, et leurs conclusions demeurent. 

‘3. La su^estion concernant un pretendu droit pour I’AUemagne de demander (en 
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compeiisatlon de Tabsence des ddegus air*er;cabi£ dans its Coaimisii^ns jusqa'a la ratid- 
cation du Traiie par les fitats-UrJs^, une modidcation d-s clauses du :ra:te C'cncernant les 
iivraisons des coupables et le retour des prisonrders de guerre, r/?s: pas roudee. Aux ternt^ 
des clauses finales du Traite. celui doit entrer en vigueur drs cue rAllemagne et trcis des 
Principales Puissances Alliees et Associees Pont ratiiie: ce serait en vain que rAllemagne 
chercherait a subordonner cette mise en vigueur a une ncu’*elle condition, la presence des 
delegues americains dans les Conmissicns, 

‘4. li est inexact que le point de \"ae aZemand ait e:e adrnis a cet egari le 14 cctobre, 

‘5. 11 est egalement inexact que MM, von Simson et vcn Lersner aisn: etc irvdt'is le 
120 novembre a des negociations orales et eczites au sujet du Prcttccle du r-' novembre, 
II leur a ete dit simplement que^ saisi d*une note ecrite. le Gouvcmencen: allennand devait 
repondre par ecrit aux seules stipulations qui y etalent formulees. 

‘6. Le Conseil Supreme estime que Particle 22 : du Traite de paix relati; au retcur des 
prisonniers de guerre; est parfaitement explicite et na. nul besoin d'etre complete. La 
France a deja declare a piusieurs reprises qu’elle libererait les priscnniers dts^ 2 a miss en 
vigueur du Traite: eiie n*a aucune raison de le repeter a nouveau. 

'7. Le Conseil ne s’arrete qu’aux objections presentees a la demande des ccmpensations 
pour ia destruction de la fiotte allemande a Scapa Flew, et a la prevision des mesure:^ 
eventuelles de coercition militaire formulee par la note des allies le i-" novembre, 

‘8. Une reponse separee et ci-jointe est donnee k la note ailernande du 24 novembre sur 
Scapa Flow [see No, 34, appendix G and Xo. 363 note oL Avani de taire leur dernande, les 
Puissances Aiiiees et Associees out examine cette question. Edcs ne partagent pas les appre- 
hensions du Gouvemement allemand, en cc qul concerne les enets d'ordre economique qui 
en resulteraient pour les ports ailemands. Elies maintiennent le protocole tel qu'll est 
redige. Apres a^'oir repu Tetat complet de tous les docks fiottants, grues dottantes, remor- 
queurs et dragues demande par le protoccle, ies Puissances Alliees et Associees feront con- 
naitre leur choix, tenant compie de la situation economique generale des ports ailemands. 
Si ensuite ie Gouvemement aliemand croit pouvoir demontrer qu’une des dites demandes 
est de nature a porter une grave atteinte a la capacity de rAllemagne de satisfaire a ses 
besoins legitimes pour ce qui regarde le maintien de ia navigation fluviale ou a d*autres 
interets vitaux d’ordre economique du m^me genre, le Gouvemement allemand pourra 
presenter ses revendications aux Principales Puissances Alliees et Associees qui, de leur cote, 
seront pretes a les examiner dans un esprit d’equite, apres audition de ia Commission des 
Reparations. 

‘9. En ce qui concerne le dernier paragraphe du Protocole du i®*" novembre, le Conseil 
Supreme estime que la signature du dit Protocole et le depot des ratifications determineront 
la mise en vigueur du Traite et par consequent I’etat de paix. Des lors, Texecution des 
clauses du protocole, condition de la mise en vigueur du Traite de Paix, sera garantie par 
les stipulations generales de ce Traite, ainsi que par les methodes ordinaires reconnues par 
le droit des gens. 

‘10. Jusqu’a la mise en vigueur du Traite de Paix, une denonciation de Tarmistice suffit 
pour dornier aux armees alliees toute latitude en voie des mesures militaires qu^elles 
jugeraient necessaires. Si le Gouvemement allemand continue k differer ia signature du 
protocole du novembre et par la la ratification d^nitive du Traite, le Conseil Supreme 
est decide a mettre, sans plus de retard, I’Allemagne en face d’une rupture de rarmistice 
avec toutes les consequences qui en resultent. 

‘ii. Veuillez agreer, etc.’ 

Lord Curzon, in his telegram No. 1451 of midnight, December 6, informed Sir E. Crowe: 

‘A meeting of the Cabinet was held tonight to consider Note as amended- Grave mis- 
giving was felt as to form of final paragraph which threatens Germany with definite rupture 
of armistice. We are uncertain both as to wisdom of such a threat, and as to effect that may 
be produced upon German Government. We suggest the following amended version which 
we earnestly trust that all your colleagues will be w^illing to accept. 

‘Begins: “The Allies must insist therefore that there should be no further delay in the 
signature of the Protocol and the conclusion of Peace.” Ends. 


n K k 


497 



‘Kerr is coming over to give full explanations, should these be required, and will be in 
Paris tomorrow (Sunday) morning. 

‘Please reser\’e room.* 

Sir E. Crowe, in his telegram No. 1670 of December 7, reported to Lord Gurzon: 
*Mr. Kerr and I saw M. Glemenceau to-night on his return from country. He agrees to 
omission of second sentence of concluding paragraph of note. The first sentence of that 
paragraph really forms part of argument in preceding paragraph 9, which contains with- 
drawal from position we had taken up in protocol. The protocol had explicitly reserved 
right of Allies in case of non-fulfilment of its conditions to resort to such military measures 
as might be required to enforce their demands. To this Germans objected that as signature 
of Protocol is to coincide with coming into force we should at once come under conditions 
of peace which would not admit of one party proceeding to reopen hostilities without a fresh 
declaration of war. We have recognized force of this argument and conceded German point 
by saying that once peace is re-established by coming into force of treaty or deposit of 
ratifications, the treaty itself will afford necessary guarantees for enforcement of stipulations 
of Protocol and that ordinary rules of law of nations, i.e. no hostilities prior to declaration 
of war, will apply. But w^e add . . . [text uncertain] in first sentence of concluding paragraph, 
until treaty of peace does become operative, the Allies retain power to resort to military 
measures by simply terminating armistice. 

‘This is a statement of fact. It is moreover merely a restatement of what was already said 
to Germans in note in which we invited them to sign Protocol. To withdraw this warning 
altogether in face of Germany having recalled her delegates in answer to request to sign 
protocol seems to M. Glemenceau to go too far. He is however willing to attenuate sentence 
by making it quite clear that, whilst conceding German view of true position as regards 
resort to military measures, we recall warning already given that such resort though not 
compatible with a state of peace would always remain open to Allies under regime of a 
prolonged armistice. 

‘M. Glemenceau would accordingly accept following wording for concluding paragraph 
— I translate literally from French: 

‘ “Until treaty comes into force we remind Germany once more {me demierefois) that a 
denunciation of the armistice s uffi ces to leave Allied armies every latitude as regards such 
military measures as they may consider necessary. This being the situation (literally: dans 
cet esprit) we aw’ait signature of the Protocol and deposit of ratifications without further 
delay.” 

‘M. Glemenceau reiterates his firm conviction that even in this revised form the note 
would undoubtedly lead to Germany’s prompt acceptance of our demands. 

*We said that of course we had no authority to accept this wording but we agreed to refer 
it to His Majesty’s Government. He was emphatic as to his inability to go any further in his 
concessions to British view and earnestly requested our acceptance. He repeated what he 
had already declared at Supreme Goimcil, that French Government did not in any case 
contemplate military operations at present juncture. 

‘M. Glemenceau cordially agreed to come over to London on Wednesday or Thursday 
provided that this question was decided and out of the way. . . 

Lord Gurzon, in his telegram No. 1452 of 12.45 p.m. on December 8, instructed Sir E. 
Growe; ‘His Majesty’s Government authorize you to accept form of final paragraph as now 
proposed and to sign to-day. Prime Minister and I look forward with pleasure to promised 
visit of hlonsieur Glemenceau, and we think you should come over at same time to advise 
as to future conduct of affairs.’ 

The^ draft text of December 6 thus became the final text of December 8 subject to the 
amendment of the last paragraph. The final text was published in the British press on 
December 9. 
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Appendix A to Xd. 37 
Resoluficris of the iTr;?'!:;.'::: Coiizd! 

The Supreme Eccnomic Council havirig taken knot'. -ledge o: the decision k. d. 
94/1 [2])^ of the Supreme Council, and particularly of Pars. 2 and 5, esteems that, 
considering the general coal and production siruation throughout the entire tvorld, 
it is necessary that the German tankers be utilized; it requests that immediate 
measures be adopted covering the utilization of these vessels for the rranspertation 
of mineral oils v;hich may be used to supply the needs of CGuniries suitering front 
coal shortage. 

The Supreme Economic Council ha\'ing taken note of the aSrinador^ of Lord 
Curzon relative to the critical situation actually existing in Armenia,- desircus 
[desires] to show its sympathy for the Armeruans and to express :3 regret that it 
has no available resources to offer assistance to Armeria. 

The Supreme Economic Council esteems that the assistance necessitated by the 
Armenians in distress, as W’eil as the assistance necessitated by Austria, concerns not 
only the Powers represented on the Supreme Economic Go::nciI, hut all the civilized 
peoples of the world. 

The Supreme Economic Council deems it opportune to indicate to the Presidency 
of the Conference in Paris the increasing danger to vrhich tire economic life cf all 
the Allied countries is exposed by the delay in the exchange of the Peace Treatv- 
ratifications. 

The Supreme Economic Council has taken note of the decision of the Supreme 
Council of November I5th,7 charging the C.O.C.R.^ ^vith the duty of studying the 
problems concerrdng the pro\Tsioning of Austria. 

The Supreme Economic Council ^vhich was previously able partly to relieve 
Austria's distress thanks to credits granted by England, France, Italy and with the 
assistance of America, finds itself at the present moment without the power and 
necessary- resources to render efficacious assistance, and it can only in the most 
pressing manner draw the attention of t^^e Supreme Council to the extreme 
urgency of finding a solution capable of remedying a tragic situation which cannot 
continue without imperilling the security and the honour of the civilized nations of 
the entire wwld, who wiU have to bear the responsibility for it. 

s No. 24, minute 2. 

6 A letter of November 15, 1919, from Mr. Spicer, Assistant Secretary- in the Foreign 
Office, to the British Secretary of the Supreme Economic Council had stated in part: 
‘WTiile Lord Curzon understands that the relief funds at the disposal of the Supreme 
Economic Council, which could properly be applied to purposes of Armenian relief, are 
exhausted, His Lordship considers it in the highest degree desirable that the mgent necessity 
of doing something to succour the Armenians in the Caucasus, of whom there are under- 
stood to be 30O5OOO refugees from Asia hlinor alone in addition to the Armenian inhabitants, 
should be brought to the attention of the Supreme Economic Council. 

‘Lord Curzon would point out that the destitute condition of these unfortunate people is 
to a large extent the consequence of the regrettable though unavoidable delay in the con- 
clusion of peace with Turkey, which prevents the re-establishment of settled conditions 
throughout Anatolia, which on humanitarian grounds cannot be exaggerated, and the 
responsibility for which must to some extent be borne by the Allies themselves.’ 

7 See No. 23, minute 5. 

® Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission. 
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The Supreme Economic Council has also taken note of the declarations of the 
English^ French and Italian treasuries, attesting the impossibility of increasing the 
financial charges of countries whose resources have suffered so seriously from the war. 

The Council finds that in any case the financial resources required should be 
furnished not only by the Governments participating in the Supreme Economic 
Council, but by all the other nations and it recommends the examination of the 
possibility of an international action of this kind. 

The Supreme Economic Council, washing at the earliest possible moment to 
place the surplus stocks of food of South Russia (as compared to the local needs 
of this region) at the disposal of general revictualling, draws the attention of the 
Council of Five to the necessity of considering, in anticipation of the time when 
Moscow and Petrograd become accessible, to [?the] supplying of food to the 
population of these cities. 


Appendix B to No. 37 
Document i 

Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission. 

November 27, igig. 

Secretariat. C.R. No. 442 

From: President of the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission. 
To : President of the Peace Conference. 

I have the honour to forward you herewith copy of a note delivered to the 
Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission by the American 
Delegate.^ 

This note raises the two following questions: 

1st) The necessity for the immediate creation, by the German Government, of 
a customs control along the Franco-German and Belgo-German frontiers. 

The Organization Committee recognizes that it is to the interest of the Allied and 
Associated Powers to see a customs control established which would increase 
Germany’s capacity of paying the debt incumbent upon her under the head of 
reparations. Besides, it appears from the most recent information that this customs 
control has recently been established. 

2nd) The possibility of Germany exacting the payment of this duty on the basis 
of the value of the mark gold, insofar as such duty would not be in contradiction 
with the stipulations of Article 269 of the Peace Treaty. 

The Organization Committee believes that it should recall that this question 
was discussed during the course of a conference with the German Delegates, at 
Versailles, on October 10. 

That Conference, while not unfavourable to the payment of duties in gold, took 
advantage of it as an instrument to be used in exerting pressure on Germany and 
laid down the condition that Germany would have to furnish guarantees that the 
customs system (without Allied supervision) of granting importation licences for 
Germany would not in any way conflict wdtlx the application of Articles 264—5 and 
-6 of the Treaty. 

Under these conditions, the Organization Committee of the Reparations Com- 
mission renounced, for the time being, exacting the immediate payment of duties 

® Document 2 in this appendix. 
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in gold, in spite of the interest of th^ measure from a point of viev/ of reparations, 
in order to not deprive the Supreme Council o: an ir^srrjmenr of pressure in its 
relations %\ith Germany. 

As this has been shotvn as unsatisfactory' up to the present time, and the German 
reply concerning importation licences . copy of "A’hich is h ereto annexed *'■' being vei y 
ambiguous, the Organization Committee of the Reparadons Commission decided, 
in the course of its session of November 14, 1919, to indicate to the Supreme Council 
the important interest there would be from a reparations point o: 10 have a 

solution made which would permit GermaraV to make coliecticns, vnthcut delay . 
of duties on a basis of the value of the mark gold. 

Kindly accept, etc. 

Loucheur., 

Document 2 

Xorfe: Necessity of the immediate creation by the German Go::iTK.merd of a Customs 
Control on ike French^-German and Belgiat-German FrorJier: 

B-172. 8 

The American Government instructed its Delegation to call the atiention of the 
C.O.C.R.® to the fact that it constantly receives reports mentioning that, on account 
of the absence of the customs control on the French-German and Belgian-German 
frontiers, important quantities of various kinds of products were and are, every day, 
imported to the occupied German territory. 

The American Government cannot be indifferent to the existence of such a 
state of things, which deprives Germany of an important source of revenue and, 
consequently, has direct influence on its capacity to pay the debt which is incum- 
bent upon her, under the reparations item. 

The American Delegation is aware that, in order to assure its protection, 
the German Government established on the right bank of the Rhine a customs 
control on the frontier of the territories occupied by the Allies. 

After the ratification of the Peace Treaty, Germany will have the right to estab- 
lish a customs control on the French, German and Belgian frontiers, but the gravity 
of the situation seems to justify^ immediate measures. Therefore, we propose that 
the Organization Committee should suggest to the Supreme Council to give the 
German Government an official notification of the authorization granted to it to 
institute this customs control under the date of November 20; and add that, 
according to the provisions of Article 269 of the Peace Treaty with Germany, the 
Allied and Associated Governments allow' that the payment of the duties imposed 
be effected on the basis of the value of the gold mark, as far as these duties are not 
in contradiction with the stipulations of the said article. 

Document 3 

Memorandum submitted by the German Delegation on the Importation Policy 

To: The Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission, Paris. 

Referring to the interview which took place on October 1 1 with A^Ir. Mauclere, 
I take the liberty to forward to you herewith a memorandum concerning the appli- 

Documents 3 and 4 in this appendix. 
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cation of the prohibitions to importations to Germany. “ This memorandum 
explains the point of view of the German Government such as it is, according to the 
opinion of the Under-Secretary of State, Mr. Bergmann, of Mr. von Le Suire, and 
of myself. 

In conformity with the discussion which took place, I again remarked that 
it is very urgent and important for us to immediately re-establish the German 
customs houses, all along the frontier, for the application of the customs regulations 
and of the prohibitions of imports and exports. Therefore, I earnestly reiterate the 
request to cancel the instructions contrary thereto, which were given to the 
occupying authorities. Besides, I beg you to kindly inform me as soon as possible 
when the discussions will start, concerning the imports from Alsace-Lorraine, and 
during which it would be advisable to deal with the question of the imports from 
France in general. 

Dr. Schmitt. 


Document 4 

Memorandum concerning the Application of the Prohibition to Import to Germany 

In the meeting of October 10 of this year, the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments raised the question as to whether it would not be necessary to guarantee the 
uniform application of the German prohibitions to import, with respect to all 
countries, by determining certain quotas for the various goods to be imported and 
distributing these quotas in an equal manner. It seems that such a method cannot 
be realized. There is a fundamental difference between the application of pro- 
hibitions to import by the Allied and Associated Governments and by Germany. 
This difference is caused by the diversity of the situation. It is possible to determine 
quotas in the Allied and Associated countries for the importation of various goods, 
because the Allied and Associated Governments have so many items at their dis- 
posal that they can pay for the importation of goods in way of quotas. On the 
contrary, in Germany it is not possible to determine any quotas because Germany 
has no items at all, or very little, at her disposal. Therefore, in Germany it will be 
necessary to proceed otherwise. In general and in principle, Germany should 
prohibit all importations, and only make exceptions in certain cases, by an especial 
authorization. 

Thus, there is in Germany a general prohibition to import. This prohibition 
concerns aH goods. It was cancelled for certain goods; for a certain category of 
other goods, the customs houses were authorized in general to allow the importa- 
tion of the goods in question to Germany, without special authorization. A list 
will be made and sent to you of the goods for which the prohibition to import 
was cancelled, as well as a list of the authorizations given to the customs houses. 
Besides, exceptions wiU be made to this prohibition to import, as above mentioned, 
in certain cases, by special authorization. These authorizations will be granted by 
a central service in Berlin. They should mention, in a precise manner, the names 
of the sender and of the recipient, as well as the kind and the quantity of the goods. 
They will be granted when the central service thinks that the importation of those 
goods does not prejudice the aims of the prohibition to import; therefore, it will be 
■when the necessary items for the payment of the goods will be available, or when 
credits will be granted on these goods, for a period long enough and under favour- 
able conditions, or when the exportation of German goods will compensate the im- 

Document 4 in this appendix. 
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portation of the goods in qiiestiorij either as a result of a special exchange, or of an 
agreement between two different states. It is not possible to establish detailed 
principles \vitii regard to the question in which cases especial authorization can be 
granted, on account of the diversitv’ of reladorjs and of the difSciiit situation in 
which Germany finds itself. In particular, it is impossible to determine in general 
the conditions of credit. 

The German prohibition to import constirutes a temporary measure intended 
to surmount the consequences of the war and should be cancelled \ .’hen the situa- 
tion again becomes normal. At present, however, it is absolutely impossible to do 
without it, or else, the German rate of exchange could not again become normal. 
In future, the prohibitions to import could only exist as far as the various nations 
will agree on them; for instance, for hygienic reasons, for reasor^s of public securir/, 
for measures taken by the League of Xations, pursuant to hostile manifestations, 
for the application of monopolies and similar institutions, and for the execution of 
a national economic policy. On the other hand, it is out of the question to apply 
the German prohibition to import in such a mamier that the goods of the various 
countries would be treated in different ways. This cannot be, on account of the 
very spirit of this prohibition. On the contraiy\ the German prohibition to export 
will be applied in a uniform maimer by the Allied and Associated ?o>*'ers [rij] 
(Article 264, alinea 2, Peace Conditions] . As to the goods coming from the pro- 
ducing countries, if the items are available in order to effect the payment of the 
goods, if the necessaiy* credits are granted, or exchange questions, either for each 
different case, or subsequent to agreements between the states, do not prejudice 
the German rate of exchange [i'/r] . In case it should happen that goods are offered 
by various countries to the Allied and Associated Governments for importation and 
under the same conditions, it should be considered, in fact, w’hether contingents 
can be fixed to the various countries in question. However, in the present state of 
affairs, it seems absolutely unlikely that this case might happen. 

Document 5^- 

Note for the Secretariat General of the Peace Conference 

German Commercial Regime, Proposal of the French Delegation, 

1. In a meeting w’’hich took place on October loth last with the German Delega- 
tion, the Allied representatives asked how- the German Government intended to 
apply Articles 265 and 266 of the Peace Treaty, in regard to the German imports 
and exports. 

The German Delegation only replied that the prohibition to import constitutes 
a measure without which it is impossible to do at the present time. 

2. The prohibition to import which affect [s] nearly all the goods upon their 
importation to Germany, and the control existing on these imports, enables 
Germany to make differences to the detriment of the trade of any of the Allied and 
Associated States; consequently, it is contrary to the stipulations of Article 265 of 
the Peace Treaty. 

3. The same difference is made for the exports w’hich are subjected to a very 
strict control, as different prices are established or determined, according to the 
import countries. 

These provisions are contrary to Article 266 of the Peace Treaty. 

Documents 5 and 6 are transposed in the original. 
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4* Now, the German Government requests the right to require the payment of 
the customs duties on the basis of the gold mark, on the French and Belgian frontiers, 
as is already done on its maritime frontiers; the French Delegation considers that, 
from the reparations point of view, it is advisable to give this authorization to the 
German Government; but it thinks that it is also advisable to examine from the 
same point of vie^v the question of the measures taken by this Government, in order 
to reduce the freedom of imports and exports. 

5. Although the economic recovery of Germany is necessary to enable her to 
repair the damages w’hich she made, notably in France, it is no less necessary that 
the trade of the Allied and Associated Countries, and in particular that of France, 
be not directly prejudiced by this recovery^ 

6. That is why the French Government, after having closely studied the 
measures taken by the German Government, in order to regulate the import and 
export of goods, declares that its adhesion to the payment in gold of the customs 
duties on the German frontier is subordinated to the following conditions : 

(a) Germany wUl restore full freedom of import for the products, a list of which 
is hereto annexed. 

(b) In case it should not, from the Reparations point of view, appear possible to 
lift the embargo on all those products, quotas will be established and distributed 
between the export countries, according to the average of the last three pre-war 
years, provided the share of France may not be under the average of her imports 
during the last three years, the calculation being made in weight. 

(c) Germany wli authorize, \vithout restriction, the export of all spare parts for 
machines and rolling stock of all kinds exported from Germany. Besides, as 
Germany forbids the export of certain products which do not appear on the 
prohibition list, but for the reasons that they are provided for, either for deliveries 
to be made, or because they are used as substitutes, no prohibition of this kind will 
be made or maintained without the approval of the Reparations Commission. 

7. The Articles which do not appear on the present prohibition list of imports 
and exports should freely go in and out, and this freedom should not be restricted, 
directly or indirectly. 


Document 6^^ 

List of Products appearing on the German List of Prohibitions to Import and of which 
the French Government requests the Free Entry to Germany 

1 . Wines of all kinds, including aperitive and medical wines. 

2. Cognacs and brandies, and other products made from natural alcohol of wine, 
of fruit or fruit seeds. 

3. Bonded liquors. 

4. Flowers, plants and foliage for ornamental purposes. 

5- Seeds. 

6. Abrasives. 

7. Graphite, plumbago, and stove-blacking. 

8. Soaps of all kinds and in all forms. 

9. Resins, gums, lacs and varnishes. 

10. Animal and vegetable wax. 

11. Slaughter-house 'W 3 stc of all kinds. 

Document 6 in this appendix. 
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12. Phosphates, superphosphates and dephosphoration dross. 

13. Tartar, tartaric acid and tartrates of all kinds, 

14. Rock salt and sea salt. 

15. Tanning and tinctorial woods and their extracts, 

16. Chrome, nickel, cobalt, antimony, and their ores and allot's. 

1 7. Turpentine. 

18. Miscellaneous perfumes. 

19. Glues and gelatines. 

20. Medicines and patent medicines. 

21. Silks and miscellaneous silk goods, natural or artificial. 

22. Woven stufis and pure or mixed woollen stuffs, carpets, blankets and similar 
articles. 

23. Cotton threads and cloths of all kinds, pure or adulterated. 

24. Men’s, women’s or children’s garments of all kinds. 

25. Hats and hat trimmings. 

26. Finished leathers and skins. 

27. Baskets and basket work. 

28. Exotic woods, in the rough or finished. 

29. Corks and cork articles. 

30. Porcelain and china articles. 

31. Glasses and optic articles. 

32. Mirrors and cm’stal, cast or blovm. 

33. Iron and iron alloys. 

34. Plates or copper threads; all kinds of articles made of pure or alloyed copper- 

35. Motor vehicles for passengers or goods; spare parts. 

36. Spare parts for bicycles and motorcycles. 


No. 38 

H.D. 109.] J^otes of a Aieeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, Pichon^s Room, Quai d^Orsqy, Paris, on Saturday, 
December y, igig, at 10,30 a.m. 

Present: U,S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Air. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir E)Te Crowe; secretary, Air. H. Norman. 

France: AI. Glemenceau; secretaries, AI. Dutasta, AI. Berthelot, Al. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: AI, de Alartino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: AI. Alatsui; secretary, M. Kaw-ai. 

Joint Secretariat: U,S,A.: Capt. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

Lothian Small. France: AI. de Percin. Ita]^: AI. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Alantoux. 

The following were also present for items in w^hich they were concerned : 

U,S,A, : Rear Admiral McCuUy, Air. L. Dresel, Dr. I. Bowman. 

British Empire: Capt. Hinchley-Gooke, Lt. Col. Kisch. 

France: M. Laroche, AI. Kammerer, M. Cheysson. 

Italy: Gen. Cavallero, Col. Castoldi. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 
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1 . 

[Not printed]' 

Cost of Admmistration 
of Western Thrace 


2. The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation (see 
Appendix B^). On M. Clemenceau’s proposal: 

Belgo-German Conven- j -j j 

tiJ relative to the Re- It was decided: 

imbursement of German to refer ttat q;uestioii to the Organization Committee 

Alarhs held by Belgium of the Reparation Commission, for examination and 

report (see Appendix B^). 


3. The Council had before it a note from the Polish Delegation (see 
Appendix C). 

fo^I^parafkn^ M. Berthelot read and commented upon that document. 


After a short discussion, it ivas decided : 

to refer to the Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission 
the examination of questions relative to the rights of Poland to reparation, 
brought up by the note from the Polish Delegation (see Appendix C). 

^ The Supreme Council considered a letter from General Franchet d*Esperey to M. 
Clemenceau, dated November 15, igig (appendix A in original), in which it was stated that 
‘owing to the almost complete abstention of Italy and England, France remains the only 
large power taking part in this occupation [of Western Thrace] with rather important 
forces and, consequently, obliged to shoulder considerable expense. To my mind, these 
expenses cannot be borne by us.’ General Franchet d’Esperey explained that in order to 
safeguard the interests of the French Treasury he had instituted an ‘absolute separation* of 
(i) Military expenditure: ‘As France is operating in Thrace as the mandatory of the Allied 
and Associated Powers, the expenses occasioned by this occupation should be paid, either 
by being distributed among all the Powers, or else by the State to which Thrace will finally 
be attributed.’ (ii) Civil expenditure: ‘Expenses of a civilian character will be entirely 
charged to the Thracian budget. According to the instructions of the Conference, the local 
authorities have been maintained, and under the control of officers of the Occupation Corps, 
persons of the country have been chosen to take the place of high Bulgarian functionaries 
whom it was impossible to maintain. A rough draft of the budget shows 6,000,000 expendi- 
tures and 8,000,000 assets — ^the boni making it possible to reimburse, gradually, the military 
expenses. In order to enable the Government of Western Thrace to function from the 
be^nning, I am having a credit of 1,500,000 francs awarded to it.’ 

In the course of discussion ‘Sir Eyre Crowe said he wished to remark that from the docu- 
ment before them it was only a question of meeting the costs of present military occupation, 
as the civihan costs were entirely covered by the local budget. General Franchet d’Esperey 
pointed out that the proposed budget for the territories in question foresaw an excess of 
receipts of two mi ll i ons. That circ ums tance seemed to him a means of evading the present 
difficulty. Such an excess nught allow for the reimbursement, little by little, of advances 
made for the mi htary occupation.’ In reply ‘M. Laroche said that estimation only referred 
to a budget which was not yet working. General Franchet d’Esperey had even had to 
accord to the government of Western Thrace an advance of 1,500,000 francs to enable it 
to function until such time when a regular financial regime should be established.’ In 
conclusion^ the Supreme Council decided to refer the question back, for examination and 
report, to ‘the Financial Commission, in accord with the Central Territorial Committee’. 

^ Not printed. 
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4- The Council had before it a list of outstanding questions to be settleds 
drawn up by the Secretariat General 'see Appendix D;. 
t^£'Slfemdrdng , -y* BeRthelot read that docuinen^^ He s‘^d it vvo-j'd 
to he settled interesting to nave Mr. PoLc point cut to the Council 

before his impending departure those questions upon 
which he had received instructions and those he vvas not ready to discuss, 
Mr. Polk said that he had received a reply from ^Vashinarton on the first 
question concerning the reorganization of the Supreme \Va.r Council of 
Versailles. He would take the liberty to speak about it with 'Sir. Clemsnceau 
after the meeting. 


M. Glemexceau said he would be happy to have a conversation with 
Mr. Polk on the subject. Then the question could be submitted at its next 
meeting. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he had not yet received a final reph'from his Govern- 
ment, but he thought that their military experts favoured the adoption or the 
proposal which had been submitted them. 

Mr. Polk said that with regard to the extradition of the Kaiser he did not 
see why the question should come up again before the Council. 

M. Berthelot asked w'hether there did not stiii remain the quesdcn of 
defining under w’hat conditions the request for extradition should be drawn. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the text of the note to be addressed to the Dutch 
Government asking for the extradition of Wilhelm II had been settled a long 
time ago. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought the Togo-Cameroun Question was a 
question for the Council of the League of Nations, 

M. Glemengeau did not agree. He said there had been decisions of the 
Conference on that question, and that he had conferred about it, especially 
with Mr. Lloyd George. 

Mr. Polk said there had also been conversations on the subject in London 
betw^een Mr. Lloyd George and Colonel House. The question had not come 
up before the Council during the time he had been present. 

M. Glemengeau stated the question w^ould be examined by the Council at 
its next meeting, and the minutes of the Council relating to that subject 
might be consulted. 

M. Berthelot said that with regard to the designation of the authorities 
to whom should be remitted the sums mentioned in Article 259 of the Treaty 
of Versailles, they were confronted by an Italian request. The question of 
substance had already been settled; it was merely a matter of designating the 
competent authorities. 

^Ir. Polk said he did not remember that the question had been discussed 
in his presence. 

M. Glemengeau said that question might be put on the agenda of the next 
day^s meeting. 

M. Berthelot said the Italian Delegation had also brought up a request 
regarding the attribution to Italy, in the former German Colonies, of coaling 
stations for transatlantic navigation. 
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Mr. Polk said he could not take any position on that point without 
instructions from his Government. 

M. DE Martino said he did not insist to have that question put on the 
follo’^^ing day’s agenda. 

M. Berthelot said that the question raised by the creation of a committee 
for the distribution of rolling stock of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire 
had already come up many times before the Council,^ and could be discussed 
the following day in the presence of Mr. Loucheur. On the other hand, he 
did not think that there was any need of putting on the agenda the question 
of the attribution of Western Thrace. 

Mr. Polk said that it would certainly be impossible for him to give on the 
following day a final reply on that question. 

M. Berthelot said that amongst the questions which concerned all the 
Allies, there remained to be settled the general distribution of enemy mer- 
chant shipping, as well as that of oil tank steamers. 

Mr. Polk said that wdth regard to the question of oil tank steamers Mr. 
Dresel, who would remain in Paris, would continue the negotiations with Sir 
Eyre Crowe and Mr, Henry Berenger. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked w^hether the question of the distribution of mer- 
chant tonnage did not concern exclusively the Reparation Commission. 

M, Berthelot said he would submit a note to the Council at its next 
meeting. They would then have certain objections to put forward, notably 
on private agreements which had taken place between some of the interested 
countries. 

He thought it w^ould also be necessary to settle the question of the cost of 
the armies of occupation. Differences in points of view had taken place on the 
subject, and Mr. PoDc had proposed that only a fraction of those costs should 
enjoy a priority right with regard to reparations to be made by Germany .4 

Mr. Polk said he had made a suggestion of that kind, but from a per- 
sonal point of view, without binding his Government. Now the American 
Treasury did not agree with the views he had expressed at that time. He 
thought the question might be referred to the Organization Committee of 
the Reparation Commission which might, after examination of same, submit 
a report to the Council of Ambassadors. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that that question concerned the military experts 
rather than the Reparations Commission. He thought, furthermore, that an 
agreement had already been made. 

M. Berthelot said he would look up the texts and see where the matter 
stood : the question might come up the followng day before the Coimcil. 

Mr. Polk said that he would, as a matter of fact, be enabled to give a 
decision at the next meeting on the subject. 

M. Berthelot said that the great questions of general policy could not, 
evidently, be settled on the following day. There would, therefore, remain 
only the question of distribution of costs for the Chambery— Turin Railroad. 

General Cavallero said that was a question of improvements which had 

3 See No. 35, note 3. 4 See Vol. I, No. 68, minute i. 
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been made on the Modane Raihvay during the war. The}" had been decided 
upon by the Supreme Miiitar}’ Council of Versailles and had for principal 
object to improve, in the common interest of the Allies, ilie conditions of 
militaiy' transportation between France and Ital}-. It had been decided, in 
principle, to distribute the costs between Great Britain, America, France and 
Italy. It still remained to determine the total cost of the '^vork arxd the conditions 
under which the distribution should take place. That question had already 
been examined at different times by the Supreme "^Var Council at \’er5ailles 
and by other Commissions. A final solution, however, had not yet been 
obtained. 

M. DE Martino said that the Italian Delegation had sent to the Secretariat 
General, at its request, a Kst of the questions it believed should be taken up 
by the Supreme Council. He noticed that a certain number of those questions 
did not figure on the list submitted to them by the Secretariat General. Ke 
was quite ready to discuss the opportunity of putting on the list such or such 
a question, but he would have liked to have been enabled to point out the 
reasons for which the Italian Delegation thought it ad\’isable that those 
questions should be discussed, and also to hear the arguments of the other 
side. He thought it would be opportune for the Secretaries of the various 
Delegations, assisted, if need be, by technical experts, to agree between 
themselves to put on or leave off such and such a question. 

M. DE St. Quentin said that it was easy to take up, point by point the 
enumeration which figured on the list prepared by the Italian Delegation. 
There was first a proposal for the appointment of a commission for the 
execution of colonial clauses provided for in the Treaty of Versailles. They 
had been of the opinion that the approaching coming into force of the Treaty 
made it unnecessary to organize such a commission, whose powers would 
necessarily expire as soon as the Treaty w^as put into force. The questions 
which that commission would have to examine would belong, after the 
Treaty came into force, to the Council of Ambassadors. 

M. DE Martino said that the technical experts of the Italian Delegation 
were of the opinion that the creation of that commission would still offer 
certain advantages. 

M. DE St. Quentin said that their technical experts did not see the use of 
creating such a commission on account of the short time which separated 
them from the coming into force of the Treaty. 

M. DE Martino said there also was the question which concerned the 
district of Radkersburg, about which the Austrian Delegation had offered 
a number of objections. 

M, DE St. Quentin said that indeed there had been various Austrian 
objections in that matter, but that, as long as the Serbs had not signed the 
Treaty of St. Germain, it was difficult to reproach them with regard to the 
execution of clauses of that Treaty. 

M. DE Martino said that there was also a question relative to the military 
clauses of the Treaty with Hunga^>^ 

M. DE St. Quentin replied that the French Delegation had formulated a 
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reservation on the total forces pro\ided for the Hungarian Army under the 
conditions of peace,® That reservation, however, had been withdrawn, and 
a unanimous decision had been taken so that the question no longer existed. 

M. DE Martino said that M, de St. Quentin was too familiar with all 
those questions to enable him to pursue such a discussion with him. Their 
list, however, contained other questions, and he contended it would be 
ad\’isable to have an agreement on the subject between the different secre- 
taries. 

[5] M. Berthelot said they had received a telegram from Bucharest dated 

. December 6th, 7 p.m., of which only the first part had been 
Roumanian Question -yy^s a telegram emanating from the four 

Allied representatives at Bucharest. M. Vaida Voevod, who was the chief of 
the new cabinet, had renewed to the Allied representatives the assurance that 
Roumania was disposed to sign the Treaty with Austria, which involved the 
acceptance in principle of the Minorities Treaty. They did not yet have the 
rest of the telegram, but the beginning thereof was certainly encouraging. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he also had received a telegram from Bucharest 
which did not give the text of Mr. Vaida Voevod’s declaration ; it only stated 
that the text thereof w'as satisfactory on the whole. 

[6] The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch on the question, 

dated December 5, 1919 (see Appendix E*). 

Purcl^e ofRussum CoLONEL Georges commented upon that note. He 

mmitums of war in said that General Tcherbatcheff had taken up with them 
the request to buy a part of the stock of Russian car- 
tridges remaining in Germany and of which Denikin’s 
army was in urgent need. The German Government had conceded a great 
part of the 150 miUion Russian cartridges existing in Germany to private 
parties, and had demolished others so as to get the metal they contained. The 
question raised by General TcherbatchefF’s request was a delicate one for 
the reason that Article 116 of the Treaty of Versailles expressly reserved to 
Russia the right to get back those cartridges, and because Article 169 of the 
same Treaty imposed upon Germany the obligation to restore to the Allies 
(and, consequently, to Russia) the war material belonging to them and still 
remaining in her possession. Russia nxight therefore in principle recover 
possession of that war material, once the Treaty came into force. To 
authorise the acquisition for money of that material might therefore seem 
s See VoL I, No. 38, minute 5. 

® Not printed. This appendix contained (i) a covering note dated December 5, 1919, 
from Marshal Foch to M. Clemenceau via the General Secretariat of the Conference 
enclosing : (ii) a copy of the letter dated December i, 1919, sent by Marshal Foch to General 
Tcherbatcheff in execution of the decision of the Supreme Council of that date (see No. 33, 
minute 7) ; (iii) the reply of General Tcherbatcheff, dated December 3, 1919, in which he 
stated that his representative in Berlin informed him ‘of the growing decrease of the 
cartridges (there are, at the time being, only 75 million instead of 150 million)’; this 
correspondence was as summarized by Colonel Georges ; (iv) a draft resolution as adopted 
below by the Supreme Council. 
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contraty to the provisions of the Treaty. On the other hand it difScuit 
to reject the request presented by General TcherhatcheSl raking into account 
the urgent needs of General Denikin’s army in cartridges for small arms. 

The Supreme Council, the question ha\’mg been brought uu before it by 
Marshal Foch^ had recently decided to let General Tcherbatchefi choose 
himself between the two systems which might be emdsaged. General Tcher- 
batcheff had just informed Alarshal Foch by a letter, dated December 3, that 
on account of the lack of supplies from which the Denikin Army suffered, 
he reiterated his request tending to obtain an authorization to purchase 
Russian cartridges in Germany. Under those conditions Marshal Fcch sub- 
mitted to the Council a draft resolution which specified the special reasons 
why such a purchase was authorized as an exceptional measure, so as to 
prevent the creation of a precedent. Colonel Georges then read a draft 
resolution, which was adopted. (See Appendix E, Document 

It was decided to accept the draft resolution presented by Marshal 
Foch as follows: 

‘Owing to the urgent need of the Russian Armies, the AEied and 
Associated Powers will not oppose the pmrchase by the representative of 
General Tcherbatcheff of cartridges for Russian rifles which the German 
Government is actually supposed to hold, or which it may have disposed 
of to individuals. 

This decision, motivated by the exceptional situation of the Russian 
Armies, is strictly limited to cartridges for portative arms intended for 
these armies. 

It does not imply in any way whatsoever that the Allied and Associated 
Powers recognize the validity of the transfers which the German Govern- 
ment may have made to in^viduals of a material which it should return 
to the Allied and Associated Powers in execution of Article 169 of the 
Treaty and which should go to Russia in execution of Article 116. 

II. The above resolution shall be sent to General Tcherbatcheff and the 
German Government by Marshal Foch. 

III. The notification to General Tcherbatcheff shall be completed by 
the following addition: 

While raising no opposition regarding the purchase of these cartridges 
and while reserving, in regard to Germany, the rights conferred on Russia 
by virtue of Article 116 of the Treaty of Peace, the Allied and Associated 
Po'wers desire to confirm hereby the fact that General Tcherbatcheff has 
been informed, in advance, that the purchase of the cartridges existing in 
Germany must be effected by the Russian authorities at their own risk 
and peril, without guarantee or intervention by the Allied and Associated 
Powers.’ 

7. The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch on the subject, dated 
December 5. (See Appendix F^). 

^ Not printed. This appendix contained a note dated December 5, 19^ 9? from Marshal 
Foch to M. conceming the matter indicated below. Marshal Foch expressed 

the opinion ‘that the Allied and Associated Powers should, in principle, forbid these con- 
tracts which are in contradiction with the spirit of the Treaty of Peace. The draft resolution 



Colonel Georges read and commented upon that document. 

Purchase of Russian , After a short discussion it was decided not to author- 
munitions of war in ' ize the execution of the order for Russian cartridges 
Germany for account of effected in Germany hy the director of a Finnish munition 
Finland factory, 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Appendix G to No. 38 

The President of the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission 
informed the Polish Delegate, in an interview with him, that Poland’s rights to 
reparations for damages of war by Germany and her Allies, in execution of the 
Treaty of Peace, would be contested in the Reparations Commission. 

It is this Commission, to which the Polish Delegate will only be called to set 
forth the rights of his country, that has the final word. A detailed memorandum will 
be sent it on the subject, in which the justification of the Polish claims will be set 
forth from a legal point of view. 

But there is also a political side w^hich the Commission might not consider but to 
which the Polish Government believes it important to draw the French Govern- 
ment’s attention. 

A decision which w^ould deprive Poland from all claims to reparations w^ould 
produce a profound disillusion, it would alarm public Polish opinion in the extreme, 
and it might be interpreted by the public as a change of Allied policy in regard tc 
Poland. For it \vould not understand why Russia, whose territory has suffered 
only slightly as a result of the war, should benefit by a right to reparations (Para- 
graph 1 16 of the Peace Treaty) while Poland is deprived of them, particularly a< 
Poland has been almost exclusively the battleground of military operations in the 
East, and has been subject to devastation not less than Belgium or Serbia, and who 
finally, has agreed to assume part of the Russian debt. 

According to the Treaties of Versailles and Saint Germain, Poland is to contri- 
bute to the mutual reparations fund considerable amounts to the credit of German) 
and Austria. If the Polish claims are recognized, if only in part, the liabilitiei 
which Poland assumes in this way would be balanced. If the contrary should tak( 
place, not only would Poland be deprived of all reparations, but would be obligee 
to contribute to those of the others. 

The need of reconstituting the industrial and agricultural life of the devastatec 
coimtries, as well as the precarious condition of Polish finances, so harmed by th< 
war, a war defensive in the East against the Bolshevist danger which is threatening 
all Europe, make it absolutely impossible for the Polish Government to assume am 
new charges. 

PARIS, December 5, igig 

enclosed with my letter No. 55^5 of December 5 [see note 6 above] provides for an exceptioi 
to this rule only as far as the Russian Armies are concerned, their military situation bein| 
exceptionally serious and their needs urgent.* 
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Appexdix B to Xo. 38 
Lhi of Quesiloiis to I e S£::ied 
I. SPECLA.L QcEsricys 

A. Execution of the Treaty with Germary, 

Reorganization of the Superior War Council of Versailles centralize tiie 
executive measures for the military clauses of the Peace Treaty in Germany and in 
the different occupied territories. 

Extradition and trial of the Kaiser. 

Togo and Cameroun. Using contingents for defending metropolitan and colonial 
territor\\ 

Choice of the authorities to whom should be turned in the sums of money 
referred to by Article 1259 Treaty with Germany. Transfer, within a delay 

of one month dating from the entry into force, of the sum in gold which vras zo have 
been deposited in the Reichsbank in the name of the Council of Administration of 
the Public Ottoman Debt to guarantee the first issue of paper money of the Turkish 
Government.) 

Attributing to Italy coal deposits for transoceanic navigation. 

B. Execution of the Treaty with Austria, 

Commission for the distribution of roiling stock of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Empire. 

C. Execution of the Treaty with Bulgaria. 

Attribution of Western Thrace. Administration of Western Thrace. 

II, Questions to be treated jointly 

A. Distribution of enemy merchant ships^ 

[a] General distribution of merchant tonnage to the interested parties. 

{b'j Question of tank ships. 

B. Cost of the Arrrdes of Occupation. 

III. General Political Questions 

A. The Adriatic Question.^ 

B. Russian and Baltic Questions."^ 

Aaland Islands, 

Bessarabia, 

The rights of the Danube Commission in Bessarabia. 

C. Treaty with Turk^, 

D. Treaty with Belgium and Holland for the Revision of the Treaties of iS^g. 

TV. Divers 

Distribution of expenses of the Chambery-Turin Railroad. 

8 See chap. ii. 
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H.B. 1 10.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PiohorCs Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Saturday, 
December g, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A. \ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, 
M. Amavon, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

Hinchley-Cooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : Rear-Admiral McGuUy, Mr. Ellis L. Dresel, Dr. J. B. Scott, 
Dr. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Capt. Madison, U.S.N., Lt.-Cdt. 
Koehler, U.S.N., Colonel J. A. Logan. 

British Empire: Capt. FuUer, Cdt. [jzc] Macnamara, Cdt. Dunne, Gen. 
Sackville-West, Gen. Mance, Mr. Leeper, Mr. Carr, Sir J. Bradbury, 
Mr. Malkin. 

France: M. Leygues, M. Loucheur, M. Cambon, M. Henry Simon, 
Gen. Le Rond, M. Laroche, Cdt. Le Vavasseur, M. Kammerer, 
M. Fromageot. 

Italy: M. Bertolini, Gen. CavaUero, Admiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, 
M. Dell’Abbadessa, M. Mancioli, Col. Bassetto, Cmdt. Fea, Col. 
Castoldi, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, Cmdt. Ingianni, M. 
Antonucci. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 


I . (The Council had before it a modified text dated December gth [?8th] of 
the British proposal of November 14th (see Appendix A), 
Distribution of Enemy draft orders for the Inter-Allied Naval Com- 

mission dated December gth (see Appendix B).) 

M. Leygues stated that the Naval Experts had asked 
the Council to define various resolutions taken by the Conference at its last 
meetings. Paragraph i of the resolution of November 2gth (h.d. 102,^ 
minute i) should have the following words added thereto: ‘Under the 
superintendence of the Iiiter-AUied Naval Commission.’ The following 
paragraph should be substituted for paragraph 2 of the resolution of Decem- 
ber 2nd (h.d. 104,^ minute 6 ^:) ‘that the submarines already distributed 
to the Principal Allied and Associated Powders for propaganda purposes 
should not be made the subject of further attribution and should be allowed 
to remain in charge of those Powers now holding them but that those sub- 
marines should be demolished by the said Powers in the same way as the 


^ No. 32. 

3 In error for minute 9. 


No. 34. 
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other submarines, under the supen’ision of the Inter-AlIied Na^ai Com- 
mission/ 

AI, !NL\tsui said that the new text did net correspond exactly to the pro- 
posal he bad made. He would, however, if all the Powers agreed to adopt 
the same, recommend its acceptance by his Gcvemmenr. For the time being 
he could only accept it whilst making that resen-adon. 

M. Leygues said that in the first paragraph of ihe resolution of December 
4th io6, minute syi it would be ad^-isable to delete the last par: of the 
sentence : 'such ships ... for police work.' Belgium might therefore use in 
any way she saw fit the ships in question. Paragraph 2 of the same rcsoiution 
should be modified as follows: ho allocate a certain number of small enemy 
warships, chosen from amongst those which would othenvise be broken up by 
the Allied and Associated Powers, to Poland and to Yugo-Slatda, these 
vessels to be used for police purposes oniy.’ 

Sir Eyre CROt%tE asked whether i: would not be ad\’isabie to give the same 
pri\ilege to Portugal which had suffered losses during the war. Portugal, as 
a matter of faci. had already made repeated efforts to that effect. 

M. Leygues said that Portugal, like Greece and Roumania, had already 
received a warship in compensation of her losses at sea. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Portugal had suffered losses at sea, w’hich was 
not the case with Roumania. It therefore had good reason to ask for more. 

M. Leygues said that if they granted the request of Portugal, Greece and 
Roumania would also ask for something, and it would be difficult not to give 
them satisfaction. 

Mr. Polk asked whether a share could not be allocated to Brazil. 

M. de Martixo said that 22 Powers had asked for the attribution of war- 
ships- 

M. Leygues said it w’as understood that those ships should be employed 
for the policing of the coast and that they should be delivered without 
armament. On the other hand some modifications had been made to the 
British proposal of November I4th5 w'hich the Council had accepted in 
principle on November 29th. ^ The British note proposed a distribution of 
the proceeds of the sale of material accruing from the breaking up of enemy 
warships. It was now agreed that the material itself should be distributed. 
On the other hand, new time limits had been accepted for the breaking up of 
surface warships allocated for propaganda purposes. The time limit for the 
breaking up had been lengthened to 5 years, but at the end of 18 months 
those ships should already be out of commission. The naval experts had de- 
cided upon 6 units as the number of ships to be allocated to Poland and 
Yugo-Slavia for naval policing; that figure was perhaps too small. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the proposal provided that the allocation 
should be open to reconsideration by the Powers : was it at that time necessary 
to fix final figures? 

M. Clemenceau said that it would be too late to do so once these ships 
were broken up. A decision should be taken immediately. 

4 See No. 36, note i. ^ Sec No. 24, appendix G. 
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'SL Leygues said that he proposed to allocate 12 small vessels to Yugo- 
slavia and 6 to Poland. Brazil, Portugal, Greece and Roumania would also 
receive 6 vessels. 

It w as decided : 

(1) to accept the British proposal modified as contained in Appendix A, it 

being understood that the American reservation concerning para- 
graph 2 thereof remains ; and to adopt Appendix B proposal ; 

(2) that paragraph one of the resolution of November 9, 1919 (H.D. 102,^ 

minute 1) should he completed as follows: ‘Under the superinten- 
dence of the Interallied Naval Commission:’ and paragraph 2 should 
he modified as follows : ‘That every Power receiving enemy w arships 
to be sunk or broken up should sink them or dismantle them within 
a period of 18 months and every such Power should complete the 
breaking up of such ships within a period of 5 years after their 
arrival in one of its home ports.’ 

(3) that paragraph 2 of the resolution of December 2nd (H.D 104.- 

minute 6^) should be modified as follows, with the reservation of 
ilr. Matsui’s acceptance: ‘That the submarines already distributed 
to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers for propaganda pur- 
poses should not be made the subject of further attribution, but 
should be allow ed to remain in charge of those Powers now’' holding 
them. But that these submarines should be demolished by the said 
Powers in the same w’ay as the other submarines, under the super- 
\ision of the Interallied Naval Commission.’ 

(4) that paragraph one of the resolutions of December 4, 1919 (H.D. 106, 

minute 2^) be modified as foUow’s: ‘To authorize Belgium to keep the 
small enemy warships which are in her ports.’ 

(5) that paragraph 2 of the same resolution should read as follows: ‘To 

allocate a certain number of enemy w^arships, chosen from amongst 
those which w’ould otherwise be broken up by the Allied and 
Associated Powders, to certain other Powers ; those vessels to be used 
for police purposes only 
that allocation should be made as follows : 

Poland . . . , . . 6 enemy torpedo boats 

Serb-Croat-Slovene State ... 12 enemy torpedo boats. 

‘The following States: Brazil, Greece, Portugal, Roumania should, if 
they should so desire, receive 6 similar enemy torpedo boats each ;’ 
that no other enemy w^arship be allocated to another State with the 
exception of those above mentioned and those figuring in Appendices 
A and B. 

2. NI. Berthelot said that, from the telegrams they had received from 
Bucharest, M. V aida Voevod had given instructions to the 
PriSpdPowJtcmd Delegation to sign the Treaty with Austria 

Roumaniaforthe Pro- Treaty With Bulgaria. On the other hand 

tection of Minorities General Coanda had shown him the text of the telegram 
w’hich he had received from the Roumanian Govern- 
ment in which he was asked to obtain a delay for the signature of the 
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Minorities Treat}’ until the arrival of new Delegates. He 'M. Berthelot ■ had 
pointed out to General Coanda that such a thing u'as impossible and that the 
Roumanian Deiegation would have to sign the three Treaties at the same 
time. General Coanda had admitted that he had instructions to do so. It 
was, nevertheless, true that their representatives at Bucharest thought that 
the Treat}' should be modified and that the Council was t-o take without delay 
a final position in the matter. 

M. Kammerer said he had the honour of explaining to the Courxcil the 
changes proposed by the Commission which had prepared the Minorities 
Treat}'.^ In the first place, the Commission was unanimous in proposing the 
omission in the preamble of ail reference to the independence of Roumania. 
It was, however, of the opinion, tvdth the exception of the American Delega- 
tion, that it would be necessary’ to omit in the same preamble any reference 
to the Treat}’ of Berlin. Lastly, it had been decided to insert in the preamble 
a sentence to the effect that Roumania had discussed the Treat}'. That 
sentence was as follows: \ . . had, after a common examination, come to an 
agreement in order to exec’ute the present Treaty.' The Drafting Committee 
had already given final form to that preamble. The essential quesuen 
remained, that is the Jewish question. With the exception of the Ameri- 
can Delegates the members of the Commission were in favour of the omission 
of Ardcies lo and r i concerning the Jews: those were the Articles which had 
raised in Roumania the most violent protests. 

Mr. Polk asked whether it would not be sufficient to adopt for Articles ro 
and 1 1, the text figuring in the Treaty w’ith Greece. 

Sir Eyre CROtvm said that it was certain that the articles in question of 
the Roumanian Treaty entered into a great deal of detail especially on the 
Sabbath, when as a matter of fact the general principle, which alone was of 
importance, was recognized by the general clauses of the Treaty. 

M. Kammerer said that another reason militated in favour of the omission 
of the articles concerning the Jews. The Commission had examined the 
'decret ioi’ which had been published in May last by the Roumanian 
Government. It w’as quite true, however, that that document was not 
entirely satisfactory'. The fact, nevertheless, remained that they had given 
the Jews the option of nationality without condition, and what was more 
important to the Roumanian Jew’S was that they should not be treated as 
aliens. The American Delegation had not thought that it could adopt the 
opinion of the majority: it argued amongst other reasons that the Rou- 
manians had not formulated any definite request on the subject. 

Mr. Polk said that at the present time Mr. Paderewski’s Government was 
confronted in Poland by very great difficulties. The opposition reproached 
him especially with ha\ing granted too much to the Allies. If at this time 
they were to give the Roumanians more favourable conditions on the Jewish 
question than those which had been imposed upon Poland, Mr. Paderew’ski’s 
position would be made more difficult. He proposed that Articles lo and 1 1 
be omitted and replaced by Article lo of the Greek Treaty. 

6 Cf. No. 32, minute 3. 
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M. Kammerer said that it was concerning Article 1 1 that the Roumanians 
were raising the strongest protest. 

M. Berthslot said that the question was raised in quite different terms 
in Roumania and in Poland. The Poles held pogroms: the Roumanians 
merely refused to grant the Jews the rights of citizenship and the Roumanian 
Jews were protesting against that situation. He had received a call from the 
Grand Rabbin and from Mr. Edmund de Rothschild on the subject. Both 
had declared expressly to him what he had just told the Council. They had 
even added that the majority of the Roumanian Jews would prefer the 
omission of Articles lo and ii which, although they seemed to confer 
upon them a special status, seemed to place them outside the body of the 
nation. 

Mr. Polk said he admitted that the situation of the Jews was not the same 
in Roumania as in Poland : but what troubled him most were the effects of 
their decision of [on] the political situation of the Polish Government. He 
recognized, however, that a number of criticisms could well be formulated 
concerning the articles in question. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the British Jews would also prefer that no 
mention be made in the Treaty of the Sabbath. 

M. DE Martino said that he had received similar indications. As, how- 
ever, it was the pogroms which were especially to be feared in Poland, he 
asked whether there was in the Polish Treaty provisions which secured the 
Polish Jews from those dangers. 

M. Kammerer said that for all those reasons the majority of the Commis- 
sion had deemed it preferable to omit articles lo and 1 1 and to insert in the 
considerations the following paragraph: ‘Lastly, considering that Roumania 
has declared her intention of recognizing as Roumanian subjects, with full 
rights and without any formality, Jews inhabiting all the territories of 
Roumania, and unable to claim other nationality’. 

Mr. Polk asked if it would not be possible to turn that paragraph of the 
preamble into a special article of the Treaty. 

M, Glemengeau stated that it seemed to him that it would indeed not be 
diflScult to insert in the Treaty an article by which Roumania would declare 
that she recognized the Jews as Roumanian subjects. 

It was decided; 

(1) to omit in the preamble in the Treaty with Roumania for the protec- 

tion of minorities, all reference to the independence of Roumania, 
as well as to the Treaty of Berlin. 

(2) to insert in that preamble a sentence indicating that the Treaty has 

been prepared after agreement with Roumania. 

(3) to omit articles 10 and 11 concerning the status of Roumanian Jews, 

and to replace same by a new article in wbicb Roumania should 
declare that she recognizes as Roumanian citizens, wdth full rights, 
all Jews inhabiting the Roumaman territories and unable to estab- 
lish citizenship of another nationality. 
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3- M. Clei 2 :xceau said they should adjourn the discussion of that question 
until Mr, Polk had been able to examine it v-dxh his 
P^oTgar.:z^iov,ofzn£^ Government and to communicate its opinion thereon. 

Suprerr^e I* ar Louncn at ^ « . . . , ■». r 

Ver-ailles however, roox tne hberrr of insisting tnar Air. Folk 

be good enough to give an anstver to the Councii as soon 

as possible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that as far as he tvas concerned he had already 
shown that he thought that their military- authorides were favourable to the 
proposal, but he had not yet received the formal authoriiy to accept it, 

Mr. Polk said that the recommendations he had made on the subject to 
Washington had not been approved, but that as soon as he knew' that the 
Allied Governments were in agreement, he would insist once more with his 
Government and would communicate its decision without delay, 

(This discussion was adjourned,]; 


4. 

Execuiicn cf Article 
239 cf the Treaty 
of Versailles 


[Not printed]' 


Frontiers between 
Hungary and Croatia 


(The Council had before it a report of the Commission on Roumanian and 
Yugo-Slav xAifairs dated December 9, 1919. (See Ap- 
pendix D).) 

M. Loucheur read and commented upon the report. 
M. DE Martino said he did not wish to break the unanimous feeling of the 
Council and that he w'ould agree with the opinion of the majority. He wished, 
however, to point out that the new delimitation w'hich w’as proposed to them 
would be extremely sinuous. 


It was decided : 

(1) that the frontier of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, from the railroad 

one kilometre southwest of the station of Gykenyes until a point 
9 kilometres approximately east of Miholjac-Doliii, should foUow 
the former administrative line between Hungary and Croatia ; 

(2) that the frontier should be modified in such a way as to leave the 

Gykenyes Bares railroad entirely in Hungarian territory, including 
the station of Gola ; 

(3) that the station of Gola should receive a mixed organization, allowing 

it to serve the locality of Gola ; 

(4) that the Article prepared by the Commission on Yugo-Slav Affairs in 


’ After a brief discussion the Supreme Council decided: '(i) that Germany should be 
requested to transfer to Paris, under the same conditions as the Russian gold, by virtue of 
Article 19 of the Armistice Conventions of November ii, 1918, the gold deposited with 
the Reichsbank by the public Ottoman debt, referred to in Article 1259 of the Treaty of 
Versailles; (2} that the gold when transferred to Paris under the provisions of Article 259 
should be delivered to whosoever would be entitled to it as soon as the decision had been 
taken on the subject by the Allied and Associated Powers.’ 
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its report No. 2 of April 6, 1919, adopted by the Supreme Council, 
and which places the railroad from Kotor to Bares under inter- 
national superintendence, should be inserted in the conditions of 
peace with Hungary ; 

(5) that the Drafting Committee be charged, after having consulted, if 
deemed necessary, the Commission of Ports, Waterways and Rail- 
ways, with conforming the text of the Conditions of Peace with the 
above decisions. 

6. M. Henry Simon said that the question which he desired to submit to the 
Council had already been brought up on January' 30th 
Employment of contin- at a time when the future of German colonies had been 

gents from Togo and discussed.^ Two theses were then confronting each other: 

Camera^ for the de- hand that of France and the Dominion 

fence of metropolitan and ^ ^ -r^.. 

colonial territories Government [s] ; on the other hand that of Great Britain 

and America. They had then agreed upon an inter- 
mediate text which had become article 22 of the Pact of the League of 
Nations. It was stated in that article, that certain territories (Togo and 
Gamerouns were amongst them) that [sic] no military instructions should be 
given to natives, ‘except for purposes of police and the defence of the terri- 
tory’. M. Glemenceau, at the meeting of January 30 th, as expressed in the 
official minutes (i. c. 128)® had requested that the latter formula should be, 
if not modified, at least interpreted in such a way as to allow for the employ- 
ment of those native contingents for the defence of the metropolitan terri- 
tories as well as the colonial. President Wilson and M. Lloyd George had 
agreed with M. Glemenceau, and at the Commission on Mandates the 
Delegates, wdth the exception of the French Delegates, had wished to limit 
the employment of troops raised under those conditions to the defence of the 
Colony. The French Delegation insisted that the first interpretation be 
maintained. 

M. Glemenceau said that the French Government had proven that it 
knew how^ to manage native populations. They had been able, while the war 
was in full swing, to raise 75,000 native troops without the least difficulty 
when it had been predicted that it would be impossible to raise over 30,000 
without shedding blood. At the time of discussion in the month of January 
he had understood President Wilson to have some difficulty in granting to 
France what she asked for the reason that he feared to create a precedent 
which would oblige him to grant the same rights to other Powers but while 
he insisted upon keeping that text he had very clearly expressed, and the 
minutes proved this, that he accepted the interpretation accepted by France 
to the text under discussion. They could evidently not admit that they 
should have the right to raise soldiers in their former colonies and that such 
a right should be refused any of the others. The natives would think, and 
their prestige would suffer by it, that the Powers were holding them in 
guardianship. He did not ask that the text be modified, but wished to ask 

® See Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: The Paris Peace Conference igig^ 
vol. iii^ p. 803 f. 
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that the text ^vhilst remaining as it was, they might be, hov/ever, able 
to raise troops \sithout restriction. 

Berthelot inquired whether the Council %\-ouid allovv him to read an 
extract of the meeting of Januarr 30th: 

^Extract from k. d, meeting > 1 . c. 128.^ Januarv 30, 10:0. 

‘Mr. Lloyd George said that there was nothing in the clause under 
review to prevent that. The words used there were : "‘for other than police 
purposes and the defence of territoiy*’. He really thought that those v/ords 
would cover the case of France. There was nothing in the document 
which would prevent their doing exactly the same thing as they bad done 
before. AN hat it did prevent was the kind of thing the Germans were likely 
to do, namely, organize great black armies in Africa, ^vhich they could use 
for the purpose of clearing everj’body else out of that countiv’. That v/as 
their proclaimed policy and if that was encouraged amongst the other 
nations e^’en though they might not have v/ars in Europe, they would have 
the sort of thing that happened in the 17th and i8th centuries in India 
when France and Great Britain were at war in India whilst they were fairly 
good friends in Europe. Then they were always raising great native armies 
against each other. That must now be stopped. There was nothing in 
tiiis document which prevented France doing what she did before. The 
defence of territory’ ^vas provided for. 

M. Ciemenceau said that if he could raise troops, that was all he wanted. 

^vlr. Lloyd George replied that he had exactly the same power as 
previously. It only prevented any countiy^ drilling the natives and raising 
great armies. 

M. Ciemenceau said that he did not want to do that. All that he wished 
was that the matter should be made quite plain, and he did not w’ant any- 
body to come and tell him afterwards that he had broken the agreement. 
If this clause meant that he had a right to raise troops in case of general 
war, he w^as satisfied. 

^Ir. Lloyd George said that so long as !M. Ciemenceau did not train 
big nigger armies for the purposes of aggression, wLich was all the clause 
w'as intended to guard against, he w^as free to raise troops. 

M. Ciemenceau said that he did not want to do that. He therefore 
understood that Mr. Lloyd George’s interpretation was adopted. 

President Wilson said that Mr. Lloyd George’s interpretation was 
consistent with the phraseology. 

M. Ciemenceau said that he w^as quite satisfied.’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that under these conditions he wondered why the 
question should be raised anew. 

M, Henry Simon said it w^as raised because the Commission on Mandates 
whilst establishing the text of the ‘B’ Mandates, that is to say the African 
Mandates, had disagreed on the subject of article 2 of those Mandates which 
provided for the employment of native troops : while the majority wished to 
limit the employment of those troops to the defence of the colony the French 
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Delegation asked that it be specified that they might also be employed for the 
defence of the metropolitan territory. 

Sir Eyre Cnotra said that they might maintain the text as it appeared in 
Article 22 of the Pact of the League of Nations. 

M. Clemenceau said that he accepted on condition that it be xmderstood 
that for the interpretation of that text, they would refer to the Minutes of the 
Supreme Council meeting of January 30th. (i. c. 128).* 

Sir Eyre CnotVE said he thought he remembered that in the conversations 
which had taken place in June and July on that question, Mr. Balfour had 
said that probably the word ‘territory’ was a little equivocal, but that it gave 
France all she wanted. The best would be as a matter of fact to maintain that 
text and to interpret it in the spirit of the discussion which had taken place on 
January-" 30th. 

Mr. Polk said that that question had been discussed in London® and he 
could not take a decision. He would recommend that solution to his Govern- 
ment and he felt pretty certain that it would not make any objection to it. 

M. Matsui said that as they were discussing the question of Mandates, he 
wished to repeat that the Japanese Delegation on the Commission of Man- 
dates had formulated a reservation on the subject of the ‘C’ Mandates. They 
might discuss that point another day but it was well understood that their 
reservation of the ‘C’ Mandates remained at the present time. 

It was decided : 

that under reserve of the American Government’s approval, the words, 
‘defence of the territory’ in Article 22 of the Pact of the League of Nations, 
and in the text of the ‘B’ Mandates, should be interpreted in conformity 
with the discussion which had taken place on January 30th, 1919 (I. C. 
128)® before the Supreme Council. 

7. M. Fromageot said that a certain number of questions relative to the 
T f'" 'th H Treaty with Hungary were still in suspense. The Drafting 
reaj wi ungary would like to get a decision from the Supreme 

Council thereon. He would first wish to know whether the Council, as the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation had requested, meant to give to the Yugo- 
slav State a priority concerning reparations.^® 

M, Clemenceau said that was a grave question which he could not solve 
immediately. He proposed that it should be referred back to the Reparation 
Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that the Commission should make haste. 

M, Fromageot said that, in the second place, they had been charged with 
the insertion, with regard to Labour, of the same articles as in the other 
Treaties. Those articles had reference to a Conference at Washington, which 
as a matter of fact had already taken place, but which certainly were [w] not 
ofl&cial as no Treaty of Peace was then in force. They asked to be authorized 
to say in the articles of the Treaty with Hungary that the first session of the 

® The Gozninission on Mandates had met in London in July IQIQ. 

Cf. No. 36, note 2. . 
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Labour Conference would take place at a date to be fixed later. Lastly, the 
Serb-Croat-SIovene Delegation in a letter of December 3rd had asked 
different modifications in the articles concerning Canals and 'Waterways. It 
would be ad\’i5able to bring tliis up before the coinnetent Commission. 

It was decided : 

fl) to refer back to the Reparation Commit^ion for immediate examina- 
tion and report the request presented by the Serb-Croat-Siovene 
Delegation concerning the attiibntion to the Serb-Croat-Siovene 
State of a right of priority with regard to reparations ; 

( 2 ) that the Drafting Committee insert in the Treaty with Hungary an 

article stipulating that the first session of the Labour Conference 
should take place at a date to be fixed later ; 

( 3 ) to refer back to the Ports. Vateirways and Railw^ays Commission, for 

immediate examination and report, the obser^^ations presented by 
the Serb-Croat-Siovene Delegation on the subject of the clauses of 
the Treaty with Hungary concerning canals and w ays of communi- 
cation. 


C^iieciion bj Gci. 

in gDy 

p:::rJ:s 


’2Q ’I 5 

- ci int 


8. M. Louckeur said that the Committee on Organization cf the Reparation 
Commission had met that morning to senie the question 
payment in gold of customs duties. They had 
agreed substantially that they ought not to commit them- 
selves to a definite future policy. The solution they pro- 
posed was as follows: 

The Allied and Associated Powers agree that Germany be immediately 
authorized to increase the amount of specific pre-war customs duties ex- 
pressed in marks in such a measure as the Reparation Commission should 
deem it to be a just equivalent of the depreciation of German currency; 

The necessary negotiations with various Powers on the question of im- 
port prohibitions into Germany, as well as the question of exports, should 
be opened or continued; 

If such negotiations had not resulted within a period of three months in 
a conclusion which should be deemed satisfactory by the said Powers, the 
question should be entirely examined anew. 

M. Matsui said that as no Japanese expert had been present at the meeting 
held that morning he could not accept that text immediately. 

It wras decided : 


imder the reservation of Mr. Matstii’s acceptance: 

(1) that Germany be immediately authorized to maj orate the amount of 

specified pre-war customs duties expressed in marks in such a 
measure as the Reparation Commission should deem it to be a just 
equivalent of the depreciation of German currency ; 

(2) that the necessary negotiations with various Powders on the question of 

import prohibitions into Germany, as well as on the question of 
exports, should be opened or continued ; 

( 3 ) that if such negotiations had not come within a period of three months 

to a conclusion which should be deemed satisfactory by the said 
Powers, the question should be entirely examined anew. 
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g. M. Loucheur said that a sub-committee had been appointed to make an 
estimation of the cost of the Armies of Occupation during 
Armistice. That sub-committee had very nearly finished 
oj Lcupation work but the question of principle still remained. Gould 

each of the armies of occupation claim the complete reimbursement of its 
expenses, when as a matter of fact the cost of maintenance of the American 
soldier was nearly double that of the French soldier? Under those conditions 
they could only request Mr. Polk to examine anew with his Government the 
suggestion which he himself had proposed and which at a later time the 
American Delegation had withdrawn. 

Mr. Polk said that he held little hope of success. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that his Government also was not disposed to accept 
another solution. 

M. Loucheur said that under these circumstances he felt he must say that 
the solution which would be taken would cause in France great astonishment. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the question had not been solved by raising the 
rate of allowance granted to French officers and soldiers. 

M. Loucheur agreed that was so for the future : but the future counted 
for little in that question for the army of occupation would not be very large. 
It was only a question of the past and the brutal fact was that France, which 
had maintained an army double that of the British and of the Americans 
together, would not get a larger amount. 

Mr. Polk said that he proposed that Mr. Rathbone and the Committee 
on Organization of the Reparation Commission examine the question anew. 
Mr. Rathbone would then make a proposal to the American Government, 

M. DE Martino said he was in accord with that proposal but in principle he 
associated himself with the observations presented by the French Delegation. 

(The question was referred to the Committee on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission for further examination.) 

10. M. Loucheur said that since he had conferred with General Mance he 
Commission for the Dis- acquired the conviction that there existed a complete 

tribution of Rolling misunderstanding on the attributions of that Commission 
Stock and Material be- between the British and French Delegations.** From the 
fonging to the former explanations given by General Mance the Commission 

^tro-Hungarian would be organized voluntarily by the interested States, 
that is to say, by the States inheriting the former 
Monarchy to settle between themselves the movements of the rolling stock. 
Those States, so as to facilitate the discussions, were hoping to have as Chair- 
man an independent personality who would not be a party to the question. 
Under these circumstances it was clear tliat the Reparation Commission did 
not have to interfere but the question of choosing the President was a delicate 
one inasmuch as Sir Francis Dent was too occupied at the present time to be 
able to assume that fimction. He had suggested to General Mance that 
France and Great Britain might agree on the choice. 

** Cf. No. 35, note 3. 
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M. DE Martino said that he wished to be allowed to participate in that 
choice. 

General Mange said that it was a question of the choice of a person, and 
that the Powders did not interfere, 

M. DE Martino agreed but asked to participate in the choice under these 
circumstances. 

M. Louchelti said he had no objection. 

It was decided: to accept the principle of the British proposal concerning 
the meeting at Vieima of a commission composed of delegates from the 
States acquiring territory of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy in 
order to regulate the exchange of cars between those states, on condition 
that the French, British and Italian delegates agree on the choice of a 
president who shall not belong to any of the interested States. 


II. (The Council had before it a telegram from the Military Interallied 
Mission dated December srd, 1919 (see Appendix and 
^ telegram of the Hungarian Government dated December 4-th. 
1919 (see Appendix F).) 

M. Berthelot read the two telegrams and added that the Hungarian 
Government seemed to attempt a sort of blackmail upon the Council by 
asking for the freedom of Souab [.rzV] and Mag^^ar agitators. He did not 
think that the Allies ought to be drawn into the controversy^ which the 
Hungarians were trying to draw them [sic], 

M. Clemengeau said it was clear that they could not ask the Roumanians 
to set at liberty people, the reasons for their arrest, which they were ignorant 
of [sic]. He proposed that they reply that it was none of their business. 

It w as decided : 


to reply to the Hungarian Government to the effect that the Supreme 
Council did not have to intervene to obtain the freedom of agitators whom 
Roumanian authorities might have deemed it necessary to arrest. 


12, M. Clemengeau said that before adjourning the meeting he wished, in 

Departure of Mr Folk of the Council, to express to Mr, Polk all the 

sincere regrets caused by his departure^^ and at the same 
time the hope that they would always have in him, better than an Ally, he 
meant, a friend. 


(Approval) . 

(The meeting then adjourned). 


Paris^ France^ 

December 10, /p/p. 


Not printed. This telegram contained an advance resume of the request made by the 
Hungarian Government in the telegram of the following day contained in appendix F. 

Mr. Polk and accompanying staff of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace 
left Paris for the United States later that day. 
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Appendix A to No. 39^^ 

Proposal regarding the Distribution of Enemy Surface Warships 

8th December^ xgig. 

All changes from the British Proposal of 11/11/19 are underlined^^ in the follow- 
ing text. 

In accordance with the preamble to the naval^ military and air clauses of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany, with the general spirit of that Treaty and of those 
concluded with the other enemy powers, all surface warships surrendered by 
enemy powers shall, with the exception of the few noted in paragraphs 2 (i), 
5 and 6 below, also paragraph (5) (II) and (5) (III) of Draft orders to I.X.C, be broken 
up or sunk under the superintendence of an Interallied Naval Commission. 

2. (a) Enemy Tonnage of Surface Warships shall be divided up between the Allied 
and Associated Powers in accordance with the following computation of losses of 


surface warships sustained by these powers during the war: — 


The U.S.A. reserve 

Great Britain 

• 70% 

the portion of this 

France .... 

• 10% 

paragraph between 

Italy .... 

• 10% 

the brackets shown^^ 

Japan .... 

• 8% 


U.S.A 

• 2% 

(b) Other Allied Powers which lost surface warships during the war shall have these losses 

replaced by an enemy ship of a type similar to that lost. These ships may be used for any 
purpose to which these powers may desire to put them. The distribution wider this head shall 

be as follows: 



Greece 

. I T.B.D. 


Roumania 

. I T.B. 


Portugal 

. . . . I Gunboat 



3. (a) Enemy tonnage in the above proportions is to be allocated to each country 
for breaking up or sinking, under the superintendence of the Inter-Allied Naval 
Commission. Should any country be unable to break up its share, it may place it in 
another couniryfor breaking up, subject to conditions detailed below, preference being given 
to Allied coimtries. 

(J?) The ships are to be sunk or rendered incapable of any further service as Pfaval War vessels, 
in the judgment of the Inter-Allied Jsfaval Commission, within a period of 18 months and to 
be completely broken up within 5 years from the date when they arrive in a port of the power 
to whom they are allocated. 

4- As regards the sinking of the German ships at Scapa Flow Great Britain has 
stated her willingness to bear the loss arising from that incident; but now that it is 
probable that compensation will be forthcoming from Germany in material which 
is not naval construction. Great Britain agrees that such compensation should be 
divided in a similar proportion to that adopted for the enemy surface warships (Para. 2 (cl) 
above). 

This appendix was preceded in the original by a note of the textual emendations to the 
earlier decisions of the Supreme Council on this subject proposed by a mission of the Allied 
Naval Advisers on December 8 : see M. Leygues’ statement in minute i above. 

*5 Here italicized. 

No brackets sho^«i in original. Gf. No. 32, minute i. 



5- In view of France and Italy being unable to build surface 'i^rarships during the 
war, owing to their preoccupation with the war on land, it is proposed that they 
should be granted the following compensation in ^^’a^silip3 surrendered from the 
enemy fleets for use in their fleets or for any other purpose they may desire. 

France . . . .5 light cruisers & lo T.B.D. 

Italy . . . . 5, 55 5* ,,55 

6. It is further proposed that the Naval Inter-Allied Commission shall loan to each 
of the Five Principal Allied and Associated Powers: — 

I Battleship 

I light cruiser 

3 T.B.D. 

This loan will be for one year and during this time these ships may be used for 
any purpose -whatsoever provided that they are not incorporated into the na\'ies 
of these Powers. At the end of a year after these ships have arrived in a port to 
the pow'er to which they have been allotted they shall be broken up under the 
supervision of the I.N.G. or sunk in deep water, under conditions identical to those 
which were set forth in paragraph g (Jb) above. 

The material from the breaking up of these ships will belong to the Powers to which ihej 
were allotted. 


Appendix B to No. 39 

Draft Orders for Inter- Allied Naval Commission for Superintending the Disposal of 
Enemy Warships, {Supreme Council, h. d. 102^ (i) ) 

9/12/19. 

1. (a) The Inter- Allied Naval Commission for superintending the disposal of 
enemy warships will be referred to as the I.N.G. and will consist of a British Flag 
Officer as President and a flag officer or captain from the U.S., France, Italy and 
Japan. 

{b) Technical Advisers wffi be attached to the Commission as each member may 
desire. 

(^) The I.N.G- may delegate such of its duties as it may consider desirable to 
the Naval Attache in any of the countries concerned. 

(rf) Any of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers which may not have 
ratified the Treaty of Peace with Germany when the I.N.G. first meet, may, 
pending ratification of the Treaty of such power, have a representative at the 
meetings, who may take part in the discussions, but will not be empowered to 
vote on decisions. 

2. The I.N.G. is to assemble in London at as early a date as practicable without 
necessarily \vaiting for the Treaties of Peace .to come into force. 

3. The pay of the officers as allowed by their Governments, also their actual and 
necessary expenses, will be paid by each Government concerned. The general 
expenses of the I.N.G. will be shared by the various Governments concerned in 
the same proportion as the percentages decided on for the division of the enemy 
surface warships. 
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4 - Surrendered Enemy Warships. 

{cl} The Inter-Allied Naval Commission of Control (A.N.A.C.) will supervise 
the transfer of ships from German to Allied Ports, where they will be held in trust 
for the I.N.C. by the Powers in whose ports they are until they are definitely 
allocated to the Powers concerned. 

{b) The I.N.C. will make agreements with the Naval Authorities of the countries 
concerned to have the ships sunk or rendered incapable of any further service as 
Naval War vessels, in the judgment of the I.N.C., within a period of i8 months 
and to be completely broken up within 5 years from the date they are handed over 
to the said authorities in their ports. 

{c) The I.N.C. will arrange with the interested Naval Authorities as to their 
visiting the yards where the breaking up of the enemy vessels is in progress. 

{d) The I.N.C. are to render half-yearly reports to the Allied and Associated 
Powders as to the progress of demolition of the Enemy warships. 


5. Ex-Enemy Warships and submarines which need not be broken up. 

Ex-enemy ships are allotted to the following Powers and are exempted from 
being broken up or sunk: — 

(i) Vessels to be employed as the Government to which they are allotted may 
desire: — ^ 


France : 
Italy: 
Greece : 
Portugal: 
Roumania: 
Brazil : 


5 light cruisers, 10 destroyers, 10 submarines. 
5 light cruisers, 10 destroyers. 

I Destroyer, 6 T.B. 

I Gunboat, 6 T.B. 

I Torpedo Boat, 6 T.B. 

6T.B. 


(ii) To be disarmed with the exception of one gun to be used for police duties: 

Polandi 6 torpedo boats. 

Serb-Croat-Slovene: 12 torpedo boats (These vessels will not be employed 

until the maritime frontier[s] of the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene State are defined.) 

(iii) The following States to have the option of receiving similar vessels if 

they desire them: Greece 6 T.B., Portugal 6 T.B., Roumania 6 T.B,, 
Brazil 6 T.B. 


6 - Surrendered German ships. 

(fl) With a view to facilitating the selection of the ships for the French and 
Italian Navies, vide paragraph 5, the 13 light cruisers and also *20 destroyers to be 
surrendered by Germany will proceed to a French port in the first instance, the 
French Government being responsible for these ships until the final allocation 
concerning them has been made. 

{b) With regard to the remaining German ships, those allotted to the United 
States and Japan wiU proceed in the first instance to a British port and those for 
France and Italy to a French port. The United States, Italy and Japan should 
take over their responsibilities regarding the ships allotted to them, as soon as such 
ships arrive in a British or French port. 

7. The following ex-enemy ships are to be loaned to the Principal AUied and 
A^ociated Powders for the purpose of propaganda and experiments, in accordance 
with H. D- 102* (i). 
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Capital Ships: 

Grtat Britain 

Baden. 

V?J:£d States 

Older.burg Class one vessel or H;nderf;:urg if U. 5 . desires to 
salve her.'" 

Frcxre 

Baden, Goehen, or Oldenburg ClaiS ^ne vessel. 


Oldenburg Clacks one vessel. 

I:ah 

Tegettloofn 

Light Cruisers: 

Gr-a: J>7 hair. 

Xiirrfuerg. 

Uhittd Spates 

Frankfurt or one of the latest type L.C.s which may be available 
after the :o L.C.s referred to in par. 5 [i have been allocated. 

Fraizst 

Emden. 

ltd:. 

Sankt Georg. 

jap.z'z 

Strassburg or one of the latest t^me L.C.s v/hich may be avail- 
able after the 10 L.C.s referred to in par. 5 i have been 
allocated. 


T'.B.D.s. The U.S.A., Great Britain and Japan are endtied to choose 3 T.B.D.s 
each from those saved at Scapa Fiotv. 

The aliocaiion o: the remaining T.B.D.s is deferred until the T.B.D.s referred 
to in par. 5 J have been selected. 

In connection tdth the above the follov.ing vessels are provisionally selected : — 

Great Britain V. 463 G. los, S. 137. 

Urdted States V. 100 [i 1,300 ton 1916-17 class), i i,coo ton 1916-17 class, 
I 750 ton 1916-17 class. 

France 

Italy 

Japan (i 1,300 ton 1916-17 class), i 1,000 ton 1916-17 class, i 750 ton 

1916-17 class. 

8. 'a^ All ex-enemy submarines will be dealt with in accordance ^\ith h. d. 104^ 
f\'I/ of 2nd December and the general principles denoted above. 

ib) The I.X.C. will select the 10 submarines referred to in h. d. 104“ (VI)^ 
par. 4. 

9. The I.X.C. is charged with taking all [Pmeasures] necessary for carrying out 
the decision of the Supreme Council in accordance with the following provisions”® 
to \vhich the Council have given their approval. 

Appendix D to No. 39 

Report of the Commission on Roumanian and Tugo-Slav Affairs to the 

Supreme Council 

PARIS, December igig 

I. Claims advanced by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation 

Article 27 of the Conditions of Peace with Hungary determine that the frontier 
betw^een Hungary and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State shall follow^ the course of the 
Drave from the point where this river joins the Mur to a point situated about 
9 kilometers east of Miholjac-Dolnji. 

The battle-cruiser Hindenburg was one of the German warships sunk at Scapa Flow. 

Not annexed to filed original. 


II Mm 
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By a letter dated November 27th 1919 the Delegation of the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State the Conference to maintain, in this section, the former administrative 
boTmdary between Croatia and Hungary. This bounda^ which corresponds to 
a former bed of the Drave, passes, sometimes North, sometimes South of the present 
bed but does nor differ essentially from it except in the region of Cola where it 
attaches to Croatia a population of about 5,000 people living North of the river. 

IL Opinion of the Commission 

The Comniissioii of Roumanian and Yugo-Slav affairs examined the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene claim in its sittings of December ist and 8th. 

Opinion of the American^ British and French Delegations: 

{a) That there is a definite advantage in maintaining an administrative frontier 
which has existed for several centuries and which is rigorously determined. 

{b) That the Drave, not being embanked in this section, the frontier would be 
continually displaced from one point to another, and if, to do away with this 
obstacle, the present course were staked out, the line thus traced would soon cease 
to correspond to the bed of the river. 

(c) The disadvantages, from an economic point of view, of the administrative 
boundary which cuts and again cuts across the windings of the river would be 
equal for the Serb-Croat-Slovene State and for Hungary; the two States, to whom 
the Internationalization of the waterway of the Upper Danube guarantees the free 
navigation of the Drave, would be obliged to come to a direct understanding to 
carry out the necessary works. 

{d) The administrative frontier, making the Hungarian railway from Gykenes 
to Bares pass under Serb-Croat-Slovene control for a few kilometers only, would 
create a difficult situation; nevertheless, measures must be taken to ensure that the 
Hungarian railroad station of Gola continues to supply the Croatian village of 
the same name. 

The American, British and French Delegations have, therefore, the honour to 
propose to the Supreme Council. . . 

III. Opinion of the Italian Delegation 

A. The Italian Delegation, while appreciating the value of the geographical and 
economic arguments advanced by the other Delegations, finds: {a) That the 
administrative frontier between Hungary and Croatia, who were part of the same 
State, no longer corresponds to the conditions which should be met by a political 
boundary between Hungary and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

{h) That there is every reason for a political frontier to follow geographical 
lines, and from a military point of view especially, the course of the Drave, con- 
stituting the only important natural obstacle in this region, gives, for the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State as well as for Hxmgaiy, the best frontier possible. 

B. Desirous, however, of not breaking the unanimity of the Commission, it 
agrees to the propositions of the other delegations as far as the Gola region is con- 
cerned, from the bridge of the railroad at Gykenes to Belavar. 

{c) As for that part of the frontier which is included between the last point of 
Miholjac-Dolni it declares that it has not received instructions and reserves the 
opinion of the Italian representative on the Supreme Council. 

There followed the five-point proposal which was adopted by the Supreme Council : 
see minute 5 above. 
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Appendix F to Xo. 39 
TeUgrcri t^anzmiffed :he ATrericTz De'e^a^ioTt'^ 


Monsieur Georges Cienzenceau, 
President cf the Peace Conference., 
Paris. 


EVDAPEsr, DccerzhtT 4, igrg, 

Xo. 22^, 

The Hui.garinn Go\*ernment has the honour to ackno^kvledge the receipt of the 
telegram dared December : by w’hich the Supreme Council cf the Allied and 
Associated Potvers have had the kindness to imite it to send delegates to conclude 
peace."* The Hungarian Government v.ill make ever;.* effort to act on this invitation 
\dth:n the shortest time possible. It desires, ho^vever. to draw the attention of ihe 
Supreme Council to a note previously sent to the Interallied Military' Mission at 
Budapest, in ^vhich it sets forth that a certain number of people intended to form 
part of the Peace Delegation must be set free and furnished \dth the necessary 
passports to go to Budapest. 

These persons are, particularly, !M. Emil Grandpierre, Commissar\* of the 
Government of the Gomitat Kolozs at Kolozsvar, hi. Louis Ser\'atius. sub-prefect 
of the Comitat Brasso at Brasso and of M. Gaspard Muth, at Fog[ar]as. Of these, 
the iv.’o Srsr are imprisoned and the last mentioned, M. Muth, interned. 

The Hungarian Government takes the liberty of asking the Supreme Council 
to have the Roumanians guarantee the security of the families and property of the 
above-mentioned delegates. 

Huszar, 

Bandholtz. 


A slightly variant text of this telegram, dated December 3, 1919, is printed in The 
Hungarian Peace Xegotiaiions, vol. I, pp. vii-viii. 21 ^2^ appendix B. 


No. 40 

H.D. III.] J^^otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held at M. Clemenceau^s Residence^ Paris^ on Tuesday^ December 16, 

19193 at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon, Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

JoiNT Secretariat: U.S.A,: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi: 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The foUo^\-ing were ako present for items in which they were concerned : 

France: M. Loucheur, M. de Percin. 

Italy: M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Dell’Abbadessa. 


531 



I. M. Berthelot said that according to a note which General Weygand 
had just submitted, the British Government would not 
rriyS a position to send troops into the plebiscite regions 

before Jzinuary 15th. Because of delays which had taken 
place in the coming into force of the Treaty that Government would have 
as a matter of fact to send into those territories not the troops then under 
arms, but troops of the regular army. Those contingents would not be ready 
to set out before January 15th; until that time only small detachments could 
be sent to the spot. 


2. Mr. Wallace^ stated that he wished to make a declaration to the Council 
to the effect that his Government had delegated him only 
^prese^Jive to observe, and that he was not qualified to participate 

in the discussions. He was only to communicate to 
Washington what was going on. When decisions had to be taken he would 
have to refer to Washington and would communicate to the Council the 
answers of his Government. 

M. Glemenceau said that the Council took note of Mr. Wallace’s declara- 
tion. He would like to know whether Mr. Wallace had powers to sign the 
protocol with Germany and to approve the text of the reply which the 
Council would have to make to the German Delegation. 

Mr. Wallace replied that he had powers to sign the Treaty with Hungary 
but had not powers to sign anything whatever with Germany. 

M. Berthelot said that he would make this observation to Mr. Wallace — 
and it was a point which might well be intimated to the Government at 
Washington — that the signature of the protocol did not commit the American 
Government any further than did the signing of the Treaty. 

M. Glemenceau felt that a remark should also be made that Mr. Polk 
had approved all the correspondence which the Goimcil had sent to the 
German Delegation concerning the protocol. 

Mr. Wallace said he would refer the question immediately by cable to 
Washington. 


3. (The Council had before it, first, a note from the Grerman Delegation 
dated December 14, 1919 (see Appendix A), second, 
Xou of the German a note from the German Delegation (see Appendix B)* 

^ the Secretary General of the Peace 

of the Peace Conference ^otiicrence reporting the declarations made by M. von 
dated December 8, igig Lersner dated December 15, 1919 (see Appendix C).) 

M. Berthelot gave a resume of the German note of 
the 14th December drawing the Council’s attention to the following essen- 
* Ambassador of the United States at Paris. 

^ Not printed. In this short note dated December 15, 1919^, Baron von Lersner informed 
M. Dutasta of the composition of the technical commission to discuss reparation for the 
sinking at Scapa Flow, which had been proposed in the preceding German note (see 
Appendix A) and was expected to 'arrive tomorrow’. The composition was given as: 

Dr. Secliger, Privy Legation Adviser, Mr. von Gagern, Navy Commander, Mr. Schreiber, 
Pnvy Ad mi ralty Adviser, Mr. Loewer, Naval Construction Adviser, Mr. £ich. Privy 
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tials: the first paragraph was impcnani. The Gernians declared in effect 
that they v/ouid not raise any difnculty on account of the absence of American 
Delegates cn the Commissions. There were means, he believed, for calling 
attention to this declaration in suitable form: he had asked M. Fromageot 
and the Drafting Comrrdtiee to be good enough tc c'-nsider the point. The 
second paragraph raised a delicate question: M. von Lersner said that Iiis 
Government took account of the interpretation given by the Supreme 
Council to the last paragraph of the protocol of the :st Xcvember but in 
doing so hi. \ 'on Lersner went a little further than the Council had done. 
To go by the German note it would appear that the Council had declared 
that its right ho have recourse to measures of coercion, mili:ar\’ or other, 
would obtain no longer than the moment of the reestabiishment of the state 
of Peace by the coming into force of the Treat\*h That text would seem to say 
that after the Treaty* came into force the Allied and Associated Powers couid 
no longer have recourse to any military* measures without actually* making a 
declaration of war. It seemed advisable in his opinion, while noting that the 
German Government withdrew the objections it had formulated, to indicate 
that measures of coercion remained possible from the legal point of view even 
after the coming into force of the Treaty*. Ke had asked the legal experts to 
prepare a formula in that sense. 

M. Cleiosxceau considered that they ought to make only* a general 
formula and that it ^vas very* inopportune to speak of measures of militaiy’’ 


coercion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that that was his opinion also. 

M. Berthelot said that was precisely what he had wished to say. It was 
all the more necessary* not to leave that phrase unanswered since the German 
note said expressly 'measures of coercion, military or otheri. The only* point 
in the remainder of the Allied note to which the German Government raised 
objections 'was the Scapa Flow incident. While accepting total reparation 
for the destruction of the fleet it had announced for that purpose that new 
proposals would be made by the experts coming from Berlin. The German 
Delegation had asked that a meeting be held that afternoon at 4 o’clock. 
The French Delegation on its part had no objection. The meeting would 
take place at 3 rue Frangois I®^. After that conversation the Reparation 
Commission could meet to estimate the value of the reparations that Ger- 
many offered. The German note made no allusion to the handing over of 
light cruisers. They would, therefore, conclude that the Germans accepted 
the point, but it would be w^ell to throw light upon this point. As to repatria- 
tion of the crews interned as a result of the Scapa Flow affair, that was a 
question which concerned the British Government and upon which they 
could not make a reply until they had been told by the British Government 
of its point of view. 

Sir Eyre Crow^ said he would submit the question to London but there 
was another point upon which he would very much like to be enlightened. 


Adviser, Mr. Blohm, Certified Engineer, ^-Ir. Pretzer, Director, Mr. Muller, Labour Repre- 
sentative.* 
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The Council had decided that pourparlers of a technical nature should take 
place with the Germans before the coming into force of the Treaty in order 
to settle the procedure to be adopted. Had the German technical delegates 
returned? 

M. Berthelot said that it was obvious that the Germans must be asked 
to send their technical delegates without delay, but he thought there would 
be no difficulty on that point. Von Simson had anticipated none and had 
even declared that agreement upon those questions could be arrived at in the 
course of two or three days. 

(The Council noted M. Berthelot’s statements: the meeting of Naval 
Experts and of members of the Reparation Commission with the German 
experts would take place that afternoon at 4 o’clock at 3 Rue Francois I" ) 

4. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation dated 
Ouestio ofth i2th, 1919, on the question of the Vorarlberg (see 

V^arlberg " Appendix D) and a note from the same Delegation concerning 
‘dangers of breaking up of Austria’. (See Appendix E).) 

M. Clemenceau said that he had received a call from Chancellor Renner 
who in his conversation had shown the most conciliatory dispositions and had 
protested the good will of Austria with respect to the execution of the Treaty 
of Saint Germain. The Chancellor had appeared to be to him a simple and 
well meaning man. There was no doubt that his Government was confronted 
by very serious difficulties, and its situation would be compromised if he did 
not leave Paris with satisfactory promises on the subject of the provisioning 
of Vieima. He had deemed it advisable to assure him that at that time the 
Council was considering the Austrian question in a spirit of good will. 

M. Berthelot read and commented upon the notes which the Council 
had before it. He added that it w<is quite clear that separatist activities could 
not be tolerated without the consent of the League of Nations. Article 88 of 
the Treaty of Saint Germain was emphatic on that question. Under these 
circumstaiices it might well be opportune to transmit to Chancellor Renner 
a declaration which might be worded thus: 

The Principal Allied and Associated Powers, anxious to ensure the 
integrity of Austria within the firontiers assigned to it, and agreed to have 
the provisions of the Treaty of Saint-Germain-en-Laye observed, declare 
that they will oppose every effort which tends to endanger the integrity 
of AusMan territory, or which, contrary to the provisions of Article 88 of 
the said Treaty, would result in compromising in whatever manner, 
directly or i n d ir ectly, the political and economic independence of Austria.’ 

Such a decimation would have as corollary the measures which the Powers 
would take in favour of the provisioning of Austria. 

M. DE Martino said it was certain that from a geographical standpoint 
the Vor^lberg occupied an eccentric position in Austria and from that point 
of vmw the union might be grounds for long discussions. But the Council was 
confronted by a political question of the highest importance. If a separatist 
movement got a footing in the Vorarlberg there was no doubt that it would 
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spread to Styriaj Carintbia a:rid to the Tyrol- It would, therefore, be wise 
to stop immediately a movement of that nature. Thar was the reason why he 
entirely approved of the proposed declaration which '^vas then before them. 

SiR Eyre CR.ctv£ said he also approved. 

M. !Matsvu said that he agreed. 

It was decided : 

That the following declaration be submitted to Chancellor Renner in tie 
name of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers : 

'that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, anxious to ensure tie 
integrity of Austria ^vithin the frontiers assigned to it. and agreed to 
have the provisions of the Treaty of Saint Germain-en-Laye obsert'ed, 
declare that they ^vill oppose every effort which tends to endanger the 
integrity of Austrian territorj% or which, contrary to the pro'vdsioiiLS of 
article 88 of the said Treaty, would result in compromising in whatever 
manner, directly or indirectly, the political and economic independence 
of Austria." 

The American Ambassador undertook to refer the text of this declaration 
to his Government. 


5. M. Clhmexceau stated that before hearing Chancellor Renner it would 

^ advisable to ask M. Loucheur to communicate to the 

^ Council the proposals of the Reparation Commission. 

M. Loucheur said that the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission had considered during a number of meetings the situation in 
Austria. It had taken the following decisions : 

(1) An arrangement had been concluded with Italy in view of sending 
immediately from Trieste to Vienna 30,000 tons of wheat. That wheat 
w’ould be paid for out of the balance of the credit of 48,000,000 of dollars 
which had been opened for the protdsioning of Austria, and would insure 
Austria’s existence until Februaiy'- 20. 

(2) The Repara.tion Commission requested France and Great Britain to 
open a credit in favour of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State on condition that 
such a credit be used for the provisioning of Austria. France was ready to 
open immediately to that effect a credit of 50,000,000 francs; the British 
Go\xmment was studying the possibility of opening a similar credit, w'hich 
w^ould only be done if the Serb-Croat-Slovene State actually furnished the 
amount of food stuffs it w^as to deliver. It was certain that it had not done so 
in the past. They were considering the sending of a commission on the spot 
w’hich w'ould supendse the regularity of deliveries. That credit of 1 00,000,000 
of francs w ould enable Austria to live from February 20 to the end of April. 
The difficulty w-as to insure the provisioning of Austria from the end of April 
until the end of September; the O. G. of the R. G. had agreed on the neces- 
sity of opening a total credit of 100,000,000 of dollars; it was, how'cver, 
necessarj" in order to do this, first, that guarantees should be had, and in the 
second place that dollars should be obtained. Neither Great Britain nor 
France had any, and there could be no doubt on the subject, nothing was 
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possible without America's participation. If an agreement did not take place 
between America^ Great Britain, France and Italy, there would be famine in 
Austria from the first of May: there was no means in the world of preventing 
that fact. 

Mr. Wallace asked whether Mr. Loucheur was speaking in the name of 
the Reparations Commission: in that case Mr. Rathbone might be heard. 

M. Loucheur stated that the Commission was of the unanimous opinion 
that a credit of 100,000,000 dollars was necessary. 

Mr. Wallace stated that if that question was to be discussed in substance 
he would ask that Mr. Rathbone be heard by the Council. 

M. Loucheur said that it was not a question at this time of discussing the 
point in substance. He was making a summary statement which the Organi- 
zation Committee of the Reparation Commission had asked him to make; 
but it was certain that they would have, either the next day or the day after, 
to discuss that grave problem with the participation of the members of the 
Reparation Commission. His duty was to tell the Council that famine was 
threatening. 

M. Clemenceau said that the Council would hear the Reparation Com- 
mission at its next meeting. 

M. Loucheur said that the Austrian Delegates had on the other hand told 
them that the Vienna Government had received an offer from a Dutch 
group which was ready to advance 30,000,000 florins to Austria against the 
promise that, if at a later time the Austrian Government was to grant to an 
industrial company the monopoly of tobacco, it would enjoy a priority right 
for the concession of that monopoly. Mr. Rathbone had alluded to that fact 
in saying that they were eating the artichoke leaf by leaf; that was quite 
exact; but they had no other solution. The Organization Commission of the 
Reparation Commission therefore proposed to approve the contract between 
the Austrian Government and the Dutch group on condition that [? if] within 
two or three months, the Reparation Commission was able to work out, in 
order to float Austria financially, a possible scheme, it would be able to re- 
imburse the Dutch group. From the information in their hands, that group 
would accept such a scheme. To summarize briefly, they proposed that the 
Council should reply to Chancellor Renner by giving him immediately relief 
and by informing him that they were going on with the study of a reorganiza- 
tion of the Austrian finances. 

Chancellor Renner then entered the room. 

6. M. Clemenceau asked Chancellor Renner to speak. 

Chancellor Renner then read the declaration contained 

in Appendix F. 

M. Clemenceau said he would ask M. Loucheur to 
mform the Chancellor of the decision taken by the Supreme Council and the 
Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission. 

M. Loucheur said that the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission, following declarations made by Chancellor Renner and by the 
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members of the Austrian Delegation, had taken a cenain nurnber of measures 
involving immediate application: 

Through the good of the Italian Government and that of Great 
Britain, and vdth the aid of France, 30.000 tons of tvineni would be sent from 
Trieste into Austria: that measure was already being executed. 

'2 France and Great Britain were studying the opening of a credit in 
favour of Serbia against the latters deliver)' to Austria of the '^vheat k had 
promised her. The credit v/ouid only be opened in the measure '.’/here wheat 
"vould be delivered to Austria: an Allied mission would supervise on the spot 
those deliveries. 

3^ The Austrian Government had requested the release of a certain 
number of foreign securities which it had loaned when the nrst credit of 
forny-eighr millions of dollars had been opened. They were now studying 
that proposal, and ^vould be able to reply to it trithin eight days. They should, 
however, remark at once that they did not think that the securities in question 
constituted for Austria a means of nnding within a short dme the resources 
which she needed. Lastly, vrith regard to the loan for a first mortgage of the 
sum of ihiny millions of florins, the Reparation Commission agreed to 
authorize the signing of the contract in question, with certain reservations 
which would be communicated that evening to Chancellor Renner, but 
which were not of a nature to prevent the execution of the proposed 
loan. 

They had thus insured the immediate future of Austria. As far as a much 
more important programme was concerned, which had been submitted to 
them by Chancellor Renner, the Powers would examine it and would com- 
municate their opinion within a very short time, but they found it impossible 
to give an answer on that day concerning the general question. 

Chaxgellor Renner said that he first wished to thank the Council and 
the Reparation Commission for the speed with which the requests presented 
by them had been examined, and also for the replies which had just been 
made known to them. \Vith regard to the first point, the assurances which 
were given them that 30,000 tons of wheat would be sent immediately had 
caused them great relief; they did not know a few days before whether there 
would be bread in Vienna for Christmas. He took the liberty of insisting 
before the Italian representative, so that the sending of that wheat should not 
suffer any delay: they would thus have flour for the holidays. 

M. DE Martino said that he believed that the first trains were already on 
the way; if they were not, they would be leaving right away, 

Lougheur said that M. Bertolini, the Italian representative on the 
Reparation Commission, had given them the day before the most reassuring 
information on the subject. 

Chancellor Renner said that with regard to the opening of a credit to 
Serbia, he thought he should point out that they had once before made a 
formal contract for foodstuffs with the Serb-Groat-Slovene State: under the 
provisions of that contract, and notwithstanding the great difficulties which 
they had had in obtaining them, they had deposited with the Serbian 
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Government 140 millions of Serbizin crowns, and up to this time they Aad 
received nothing, or practically nothing. 

M. Loucheur said it was certain that Jugo-Slavia had not kept its pro- 
mises. For that reason he was to meet the Serbian ministers the next day in 
order to take in accord with them the necessary measures. 

Chancellor Renner stated that a few days before he left Vienna they 
had signed with Serbia a new agreement. Notwithstanding the great lack 
of rolling stock in their yards, they were lending her fifty engines so as to 
insure the transportation of that wheat. Unfortunately, however, on account 
of the late season which made it difficult to navigate the Danube, he be- 
lieved it would be difficult to obtain it. He therefore feared that the happy 
solution found by the Allied and Associated Powers would not be sufficient 
to furnish them with the necessary foodstuffs. He hoped, however, that the 
mission which M. Loucheur announced was to be sent might achieve the 
execution of the contracts. 

On the other hand, they were well aware that the foreign securities which 
they were asking the Council to release would not suffice to get them out of 
trouble. It was only an expedient. They were, however, forced to have 
recourse to it as practically Austria did not dispose of any more foreign 
securities. 

M. Loucheur said that the British and Italian repi'esentatives were 
awaiting the reply of their respective governments to the proposals of the 
Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission. They hoped that 
in four or five days they would be enabled to commimicate their decision to 
the Chancellor. 

Chancellor Renner said that with regard to the monopoly of tobacco 
he was hopeful that the discussion which would take place that afternoon 
before the Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission would 
have favourable results for them. 

Lastly, he was happy to hear that a prompt answer would be made to the 
general proposals which they had presented. Already the concessions which 
had been made to them guaranteed that they would be able to live during 
the next few weeks. At that they would be receiving mostly wheat, and they 
lacked everything. The fact should not be lost sight of, however, that if they 
did not succeed in getting up a programme on the whole question which 
would carry them until the next crop, Austria would go from bad to worse; 
they would remain condemned to live firom day to day. When they had left 
Vienna, their provisioning was only insured for three days ! It did not need 
much effort to understand that such a situation embittered individuals, 
exasperated passions; and in order to establish a normal situation little by 
little, one should see clearly a few months ahead. He therefore took the 
libei^ of insisting before the Supreme Council and the Reparation Com- 
mission in order that a methodical organization might be got under way 
which would last for ten months. If that result were obtained, he could 
guarantee that Austria and Vienna would work. People came to Vienna 
firom all Rastem countries to obtain goods. As soon as they were enabled to 
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work they would have no difficult)" in exporting- their products and would 
thus be capable of earning their bread and pajdng their debts. 

M. Lougheur said that he would reply to Chancellor Renner that they 
were studying the programme v/hich he had submitted to them; they were 
quite aware that the measures -^vhich had already been decided upon would 
only suffice for two or three months. He wished, however, to point out that 
the possible loan of thirty" million fiorins would enable Austria lo acquire 
other things besides wheat. 

Chancellor REXNtER wished, before lea\ing, to thank the Council and 
the Powers represented thereon for the assistance which had been given them. 
He hoped that the message which they could bring back to Viexnia before 
Christinas would be a consolation for the populations. But in any event he 
wished to state that immediatelv after the holidays thev would make efforts 
to better their relations with Czecho-Slovakia and Jugo-Sla\ia: they wished 
to forget the past and work together on the foundations laid by the Treaty- of 
St. Germain. 

M. CLEi^mxcEAU said that the Council thanked Chancellor Renner for the 
assurances of good will which he had just given. On their side they %dsh€d 
to express the firm hope that the promises made on both sides would be held. 

Chancellor Renner then withdrew. 

’The meeting then adjourned.) 

Appendix A to No. 40 

yotefrom the German Peace Delegation to the Supreme Council^ 

American Embassy, Paris, 
ESH Bulletin No. 14, 
December J5, igig- 

The REPRESENTATT\tE OF THE GERIklAN PeACE DELEGATION. 

No. 58. (Presented in French, by M. von Lersner). 

PARIS, December 14^ rprp. 

Monsieur le President : 

In reply to the note of December 8,^ I have the honour, at the order of my 
Government, to inform your Excellency of the following: 

The German Government wishes to do away with the misunderstanding which 
creates the impression that in compensation for the absence, for the time being, 
of the Delegates of the United States in the Commissions provided for by the 
Treaty, Germany requests the right to have the terms of the Treaty modified in 
regard to the extradition of persons accused of infiractions against the laws of war, 
and the repatriation of prisoners of war. The repatriation of prisoners of war has 
not been mentioned in this connection. In regard to the extradition, the German 
Government, before receiving the Allies’ note of November stated the reasons 
which would seem to make it necessary^to attenuate the terms of the execution of the 

3 The main part of this note was published with verbal variation in the British press on 
December 16, 1919. 

^ See No. 37, note 4. ® See No. 10, appendices B and G. 
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Treaty. These reasons still deserve, to the same extent, the most serious considers 
tion by the Allied and Associated Powers. But the German Government hs 
never made its consent to the g'Oing’ into force of the Treaty dependent on previoi 
agreement on this question. 

The German Government takes note of the fact that according to the intentio 
of the Supreme Council, the right, as reserved in the last paragraph of the Protoa 
of November to have recourse to measures of coercion, military or otherwist 
will only be effective until the state of peace shall have been established by tl 
coming into force of the Treaty, and that the fulfilling of obligations, provided fc 
by the Protocol, will not, from that time on, be guaranteed by stipulation oth< 
than the general stipulations of the Peace Treaty and the methods general 
recognized by the law of nations. Under those conditions, the German Goven 
ment does not maintain the objections made so far regarding the last paragrap 
of the Protocol. 

The German Government also takes note of the declaration according to whic 
it is the intention of the Allies to repatriate, from the time of the deposit of ratific. 
tions, the prisoners of war whose liberation, after the conclusion of peace, can r 
longer be subordinated to any but the conditions referred to by Article ‘221- 
conditions which have already been fulfilled. 

Aside from the terms of the Protocol of November ist regarding the destructic 
of the German warships at Scapa Flow, and in view of the relative unimportan. 
of the undertakings in question, and in the expectation that the deliveries effected 
the meantime will unquestionably be taken into account, the German Governme 
will raise no objections to the contents of the Protocol. The German Governme 
only wishes to record the fact that the delays and the infractions of the Arm 
tice, which, according to the Allies, have taken place, are not to be ascribed to i 
As for the affair of Scapa Flow, the German Government renounces replyii 
in a detailed fashion to the separate note which the Allies submitted on the subjec 
It limits itself to the following observations : 

The so-called contradiction [s] between the memorandum of November 27th ai 
the notes of June 28th and September 3rd do not exist in reality. These notes < 
not discuss the legal aspect of the question. The memorandum only examines t 
legal side of the affair, and sets forth the arguments that a court of arbitrage shou 
take into consideration. 

Through an inaccurate translation, the sense of the passage of the letter 
May gth, from Admiral von Trotha, which was cited, is completely altered. Fro 
the original text, as well as from the passages preceding and following it, it appez 
that it refers to instructions given to the Naval Delegates for the negotiations 
Versailles, and not, as the Allied note supposes, to an order given Admiral v 
Reuter. 

In the order sent by Admiral von Reuter, June 1 7th, to the commanders of t 
warships, and which has just been published by the British admiralty,^ it is stat 
that the Admiral should not destroy the ships unless the enemy attempted to ta 
them over, without the assent of the German Government, but that the shi 
should, on the contrary, be surrendered to the enemy if the German Governme 
accepted the Peace terms. This order proves, once more, that it is only the m 
taken impression that the Armistice had ceased and that a state of War aga 
existed which impelled Admiral von Reuter to act as he did. He thought it 1 
duty to act, under those circumstances, according to the general order which, 

® See No, 36, minute 2 and note 5. 
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case of war. imposes on eve:y 
into the hands of the enem}*. 


r.at'a! officer Ae duty of no: allot 'dng his ship to fall 
A simhar order erdsts, hesides, in the British and 


French navies. 

The German Government maintains its opinion that the best t'.'ay to arrive at a 
iust solution ct the dispute would have been to submit it to the International 
Court of .\rbi:rac:e at the Hague. This measure v.'ouid in no v.ise have delayed 
the going into force of the Treaty nor the signature of the Protccolj modified 
accordingly. 

The German Government can only regret that the Allies, on the contrar}*, 
should have taken the standpoint that it is a question of acts o: war, the settlement 
of tvhich rests with the victor. Desirous, nevertheless, of doing everything vdthin 
its pov.-er to do atvay vdth ail obstacles which may oppose a prompt reestablishment 
of peace, the German Government declares its willingness to make good the damage 
caused to the Allied and Associated Governments by the destruction of the ships. 
Ii cannot, however, carry’ out this reparation in the manner provided for by the 
Protocol of November ist, as a careful examination of the matter has shown that 
the demands formulated in the protocol would compromise in an irreparable way 
the economic life of Germany and would end by excluding all possibility of fulfill- 
ing the other enormous obligations which the Treaty imposes on Germany. It can- 
not be that the Allies wish to demand that the German Government assume such 
a new obligation. According to the note of December 8th they are, themselves, 
disposed to avoid causing such a fatal injury to the vital interests of German 
economic life. They have declared themselves ready to examine the question as 
soon as the German port material has been surrendered to them. The German 
Government desires, immediately, to submit its data to the Allies and the other 
necessary’ data \vhich ^\ill show to what an extent the fulfilment of these demands will 
harm the economic capacity of Germany. It has entrusted a commission of experts 
with the task of placing these data before the representatives of the Allied and 
Associated Powers and to furnish them will [? with] all desired explanations. It 
will formulate at the same time definite and detailed propositions on a mode of 
reparation w’hich, while creating a new and hea\y load for Germany in her present 
position, will not be incompatible with her vital interests. 

After ha\ing, in this "way, declared itself ready in principle to afford reparation 
for the destruction of the ships in question, the German Government believes it 
may expect that the crew’s held until now on board will be repatriated without 
delay. 

The German Government hopes in this way that it will be possible to proceed 
with the signature of the Protocol immediately, and to effect the coming into force 
of the Treaty, and the return of peace, so ardently desired by the German people 
and the entire w’orld. 

Please accept, etc. 

Baron von Lersner. 


Appendix C to No. 40 

Note from the Secretariat General of the Peace Conference 

December 15, igig. 

In transmitting the German reply to the Secretary General of the Conference, 
M. von Lersner stated that he had been instructed with making the following point 
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clear: the German Government never considered it was its right to obtain a 
modification of the Treaty on the ground that the United States have not yet 
ratified and consequently will not be represented in the Commissions for the time 
being. The German Government adheres to Article 440, which stipulates that the 
Treaty will go into effect immediately upon the ratification by three of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers. 

Regarding the matter of Scapa Flow M. von Lersner stated that a delegation of 
German technicians would arrive in the morning. The Delegates would be sup- 
plied with all the necessary documents. The German Government was desirous 
of having this Commission meet, if possible as soon as to-morrow afternoon a 
Commission of Allied technicians. M. von Lersner assured that in this event the 
Allies by to-morrow evening w’ould be convinced of the absolute impossibility for 
Germany to satisfy the demands of the Allies concerning the 400,000 tons requested, 

M. von Lersner again insisted on Germany’s very great and sincere desire foi 
the re-establishment of a state of peace. But he added, begging that the Secretary 
General should not misinterpret his words, that if the Allies insisted on the actua 
surrender of the material described in the Protocol, the German Government wnulc 
find it impossible to sign. But immediately thereafter he referred to the fact tha 
not only would the experts enlighten the Allies but would propose compensation 
very^ acceptable to them. M. von Lersner brought out the point that the Germai 
Government, in this matter, has set all questions of pride completely aside sine 
it agrees to reparation for acts for which it continues to assert it is not responsible 

Appendix D to No. 40^ 

Vorarlberg Question 

December i2thy igt 

From: French Delegation. 

To: Secretariat General of the Delegation of the United States of America. 

From reports which reached the French Government, the Government 
Vienna and public opinion in Austria are very much concerned about the separat: 
movement which is to be observed in Vorarlberg. 

The Landtag of this region discussed, on December 6, the question of its uni( 
with Switzerland. On this subject, it has taken the four following decisions: 

( 1 ) It asks the Central Government to recognise the right of self-determinati< 
for Vorarlberg, and to refer this question to the Supreme Council at Pa 
(League of Nations). 

(2) These authorities are invited, in case of necessity, to proclaim themseh 
the right of self-determination of the country. 

(3) The communes are invited to prepare the electoral lists, with a view to 
eventual plebiscite. 

(4) The provincial authorities are invited to take the necessary measures, 
case they should have to exercise the right of self-determination. 

These decisions have been communicated by the Landtag to the Chancellery 
the State of Vienna, which has answered by the following telegram: 

The Government will close no legal way to Vorarlberg, if the Landtag prese 
to the Government in Vienna a proposition authorising the negotiations 

^ printed by N, Almond and R. H. Lutz: The Treaty of St Gem 
(Galiforma and London, 1935), pp. 331-2. 





Vorarlberg concerning its union ’inth S-vviizerland ; the proposition he for- 
’-varded to Paris; but the Goverrimem vdii, at the sante time; reser\"e the right to 
make the necessary declarations in die interests of Austria. \"ice-CbanceIlGr 
Fink’s proposition, presented Tuesday, ^vill therefore be accepted by the Govem- 
ment. The Government t'.ili, of course, be obliged to oppose, by ever>' means in its 
povrer. any action directed against the Peace Treaties oi the existing Iat;s. It 
advises legal methods. ’ 

The Allied and Associated Potsers cannot remain indifierent to this question. 
It is certain, as the Austrian Delegation says, in its letter of December 2, that the 
separation of \’orariberg trom Austria, trould ‘lead sooner or later to a complete 
disintegration of Austria’. The demonstrations of the Vorarlberg people and o-f 
their Landtag have stimulated the ferments of dissolution throughout the Republic. 
It is reported that the province of Salzburg demands its reunion ^^ith Bavaria, and 
that a similar movement is gro"i\ing in Northern Tyrol. The agents of the Govern- 
ment of Budapest are circulating through the comitats of western Hungary, *^vhich 
were attributed to Austria, organising an agitation in favour of a plebiscite. It 
may be remarked, on this subject, that the Austrian Government now realises the 
danger of the solution it had the imprudence to request in its counter-propositions.® 

The decisions of the Peace Conference concerning the frontiers of Austria, 
determined in the interest of Europe, which inspired it ^siih. the desire to facilitate 
in every way the existence of this State, should influence it to give the Austrian 
Government ofnciai support in the question of \'orarlberg. 

The Supreme Council might take advantage of Chancellor Renner’s presence 
in Paris to transmit to him a declaration in which the Allied and A^ociated 
Po\\*ers state that they adhere, and will adhere, as far as concerns the territory of 
the Austrian Republic, to the frontiers ivhich have been fixed by the Treaty of 
St. Germain. 

The Chancellor might be authorised to publish the declaration of the Supreme 
Council, This demonstration would strengthen the authority of the Austrian 
Government in ail the regions where separatist tendencies exist- Concerning 
Vorarlberg in particular, it w^ould contribute to wipe out the movement which is 
gaining hold in certain Swiss classes for the incorporation of Vorarlberg with the 
Confederation. The partisans of the incorporation invoke the danger for Switzer- 
land if Vorarlberg w’ere attached to Germany. Now, this eventuality would be 
excluded, if the Allied and Associated Powers would affirm their desire to see the 
integrity of the Austrian Republic maintained. 


Appeotix E to No. 40’ 

Dangers of the Disintegration of Austria 

The deplorable situation now existing in Austria from an economic point of 
view favours aU efforts towards disintegration instigated in the country by the 
pan-Germans who thus hope to annex the new State piece by piece by evading 
the provisions of the St. Germain and Versailles Treaties which prohibit the attach- 
ment of Austria to Germany. 

* At the time of the preparation of the treaty of St, Germain-en-Laye the Austrian 
Government had requested that a plebiscite be held in that part of western Hungary which 
it was proposed to attribute to Austria : see VoL I, No. 36, minute 7. 

® This appendix is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., pp, 332-4. 
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The Vorarlberg Landtag decided, on December 6, to request the Government 
at Vienna to recognize a right of self-determination to the province, and to submit 
the question to the Supreme Council at Paris and to the League of Nations. Pre- 
paratory measures for an eventual plebiscite were taken, as well as provisions with 
a view to the separation from Austria. 

In Switzerland public opinion is considerably stirred up, but is divided. 

In certain circles, especially in the Germanic districts, a propaganda for the 
annexation of Vorarlberg to Switzerland is being conducted, while another current 
of opinion is hostile to such annexation through fear of seeing the religious or 
linguistic proportion displaced in the Confederation. 

How’-ever, the Swiss Government has taken the following position, viz., that it 
will not favour the annexation of Vorarlberg to Switzerland as long as the in- 
tegrity of Austria is maintained. It is only in the event that Austria would become 
disintegrated and the annexation of Vorarlberg to Germany a possibility, that 
Switzerland would support the independence of Vorarlberg and even consider its 
annexation, to prevent such an eventuality. 

It is also agreed in Switzerland to submit the question to the League of Nations 
if need be. 

On the other hand, an annexationist movement is being manifested in the 
Limburg [? Salzburg] district favouring Bavaria, and a similar movement is also 
evident in the Tyrol w'here it has assumed the form of a request for economic 
annexation with Germany. 

Finally, the Hungarians announce that they will claim a plebiscite for the dis- 
tricts of Western Hungary, which were annexed to Austria by the St. Germain 
Treaty. The Government at Vienna, greatly alarmed, appeals to the Powers to 
obtain the solemn assurance that they will not permit a like destruction of the work 
of the St. Germain Treaty. 

Article 88 of this Treaty is formal, and is drawn up as follows : 

‘The independence of Austria is inalienable otherwise than with the consent of 
the Council of the League of Nations. Consequently Austria undertakes in the 
absence of the consent of the said Council to abstain from any act which might 
directly or indirectly or by any means whatever compromise her independence, 
particularly, and until her admission to membership of the League of Nations, by 
participation in the affairs of another Power.’ 

These provisions were taken with a view to protecting European interests which 
exist more than ever and which should create a desire to favour the Austrian State 
by every means. 

It is therefore proposed to accord the Austrian Government public support in 
the form of a declaration which might be drawn up as follows and delivered to 
Chancellor Renner: 

‘The AUied and Associated Powers, desirous of assuring the existence of Austria 
within the frontiers as assigned, and determined to have the provisions of the 
Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye respected, declare that they will oppose every 
effort of a nature to infringe upon the integrity of Austrian territory or which, 
contrary to the stipulations of Article 88 of the said Treaty, would result in com- 
promising in any manner, whether directly or indirectly, the political or economic 
independence of Austria.’ 

It is understood that in order to give full force to this public declaration, the 
Supreme Coimcil should offer at the same time full security to Austria relative to 
her provisioning, and also take all measures necessary to insure her economic life. 
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Appendix F to Xc. 40 


Mr, Presiderit, Gsndemen of the Supreme Council : 

In a moment of most distressful plight the people of Austria, in behalf of which 
’u'e appear before you, in [? isT taking refuge %dth the Supreme Council of the 
Allied and .Associated Pothers. We are well aware of the fact that here in Paris 
not only the political fate of countries but also the economic existence of nations 
are decided on. Our ^vlission is not a political one. In Sr. Germain cur political 
future has been settled and our people, represented by the Xationai Assembly, a 
bcd\' elected in general suffrage, has accepted with a majorin' of five-sLxths of all 
men and '.vomen in Austria the terms of the St. Germain Treaty as a basis for their 
political existence and future, and thus adopted t^ith confidence the system estab- 
lished in St. Germain. 

Since that time our people have come into a desperate situation ; seven miilions 
of people are literally on the point of perishing by hunger and cold. In the name 
of humanity tve implore the powers mling the world to put an end to these atrocious 
sufferances unworthy of modern chilization; to put an end to this destruction of 
all ^vorking po^^er. to the fearful mortality of children, to the physical and moral 
inSmiity of the future generation! 

May I be spared to picture to you the present state of oar country and the 
suffering of our people. I know that the exhaustive and conscientious reports of 
the Missions did not leave the Governments of the Great Powers in doubt as to 
our present siuiation. The daily rations, which hard-working people have contented 
themselves to line [live] on, are so small that the more fortunate nations of the west 
could hardly conceive how a household could be kept on them. Today we are 
not able to deal out but a portion of said rations, and even that not to all of our 
people. 

In Vienna we could only distribute 100 gr. of bread and flour a day and head, 
these last few weeks; at some other places outside of Vienna there was no bread at 
all. Xevertheless our people maintained peace and order up to the last moment. 
There is hardly a foreigner who did not admire them for [?t]his heroism. For 
this patience has been showm by our people now for years. With painful regret I 
have to confess that acts of violence and pillage have occurred these last few days. 
We condenm and punish such deeds, but the judges’ verdict is influenced by pity. 
Unspeakable care has brought us here; we fear that we do not possess the strength 
to leave this place if this care is not taken from us. 

For even these small and irregularly dealt out rations could only last till about 
the middle of January^ at w'hich time we will be left without any food. The 
Austrian Government could not remain in office up to the very moment w^hen the 
last kg. of flour, the last deka of fat has been given out, and the six million people 
are facing complete exhaustion of all their supplies. The Government bears before 
its own country and the entire world the responsibility that mankind shall not be 
surprised by such a catastrophe, W'hich is bound to deal a heavy blow on the 
conscience of the civilized world. 

I hardly need to cite the reasons, w'hich have brought matters so far. There are 
chiefly tw'O reasons; our own country in its present shape was only able to produce 
even in good times of peace a third or fourth of the year’s demand in breadstuffs. 
Therefore self-aid is of no avail to us. The second reason is that the agriculture of 
the neighbouring countries and of Eastern Europe is run down to such an extent 
that it yields only a small or no surplus at all. Our next neighbours are 
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mostly showing the best intentions, but we could convince ourselves that partly 
their soil, partly their railroads are giving out. The Austrian Government has 
in conformity with its duty and with the aid of the Great Powers made all efforts 
to assure our demand through agreements, but to our great distress we had to 
convince ourselves during these last few weeks, that it is impossible to build up our * 
provision-system on an exchange of goods with our neighbours, and that the East 
ciykd [? could\ at the best supply additional contributions only. This disappointment 
prompted us to look towards the West, and this was the source of our second more 
fateful embarrassment. 

Even in case a credit for the purchase of foodstuffs should be granted in the West 
to the Austrian Government, the provisions could only then be started moving 
and therefore could not arrive in time, but at the best in two months. 

Through our disappointment in the East turned towards the West, we see to our 
own great dismay, that the time is too short. We cannot wait until the provisions are 
shipped across the Atlantic Ocean. Our first prayer therefore is, that the quantities 
needed for the taking care of the minimal rations for the next two months be 
advanced us out of the stocks available in Europe. 

The breakdown of our currency system, an event which has not its equal and 
could not be foreseen in its actual extent by any one, makes it impossible for us to 
pay in our own money. We therefore must pray that the food supplies conceded 
out of the European Stocks be credited to us 4n natura’, and that we obtain at the 
same time a credit, which would enable us to buy immediately, that is to say in 
this very hour, in countries across the Ocean, in order that the grain shipped from 
over there not only could replenish the said stocks, but also reach our country as • 
soon as possible, to be distributed there. Not untU then can a regular provisioning- 
service be taken up. 

This, however, requires on the other part that our people are placed in a position 
to have continuous work. We must work in order that we ourselves may provide 
for our living and meet the obligations imposed on us by the Treaty of St. Germain. 
In our country employers and employes have after months of deep depression 
following the catastrophe of war shown the best intentions to resume work, 
but lack of food and above all of coal rendered it impossible to revive industrial 
activity. For unfortunately nature has denied to the territory awarded to us by 
the Treaty of St. Germain any coal-field worth while mentioning. We can only 
obtain the necessary minimum of food and raw materials, if the leading Allied 
Powers grant us a credit sufficient for said piupose. The Austrian Republic as 
created by the Peace of St. Germain does not possess at present foreign currency, 
contains incoherent parts of the whole productive machinery of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy and requires a transition period in order that its people 
could rearrange their activity in conformity with the changed conditions. 

Such credits are provided for in the peace terms. The provisions contain more- 
over all guarantees which Austria has to offer and all means of control to which 
Austria has to submit itself in order to assure repayment of said credits and repara- 
tion. We realize that it will require a length of time until a complete plan for the 
execution of these peace terms is worked out and carried into effect. The Austrian 
Government and people therefore appreciated it greatly that the Sub-Committee 
of the Organization Co mmi ttee of the Reparation Commission was sent to Vienna 
several weeks ago, where its members devoted themselves with great zeal and pain 
to their difficult task. But I want to call the attention of the Supreme Council 
to the fact that this aid may come too late, if we are left in this uncertain state of 
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a3a;r5 for rnonrh? to conie are prevented fron-: re-S’iniinr: acthity, iivine throneh 
all this time mcm hand to month. Under the present cir jumsiances no conscien- 
tious man could remain in a responsible public position knovdng that it is impos- 
sible for him to help, so that v/ithout the assistance of the Allied and Associated 
Pov/ers our country would be delivered to full anarchy. The existence and social 
order of our population being in greatest danger v e have fall confidence that our 
appeal ’aIII be favourably understo-od and be fcllorved by an m.r.tfrb.V intervention. 
Our life after being assured by your assistance vre [r:V] shall make all efforts to help 
us ourselves as far as our strengths go. 

It v.'ould be our greatest satisfaction to reach the point where v.;e do net have 
to ceme for help am-more as every state has to o^'erceme its difnculties by itself. 

The Austrian Government is fully conscious of the responsibility which it carries 
for the existence of the Austrian people and the maintenance of order in their own 
countr.-. And — to be sure — tve are pleading here above all the cause of the people- 
Eut tve ha"*e the frankness to declare that v/e do not carry this responsibilirv alone, 
but that \v'e are standing under higher duty while we are taking care of our people's 
welfare. Europe is still far from a state of political steadiness c: organized economic 
affairs and of social security, which state to attain must be the aim of ail fair- 
minded people. We have the feeling that our country is the centre of the actual 
economic depression and the spot v/here the social suffering has reached its highest 
point. Our breakdot^m is bound to affect the tvhole system of the new states 
created by the Treaty of St. Germain and of entire Central Europe; it is bound to 
shake up the economic conditions of the entire world, so that no country, no part 
on our earth could get away from it. Therefore we comprise all we need in this 
one prayer: 

Give kindly to our state, which in full confidence adopted the system established 
by the Great Po^vers, by your support a chance to save itself in order that it may 
fulfil its dutv* at its proper post and in the same time in the service of the entire 
world. 


No. 41 

H.D. 1 12.] A^oi^s of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. Pichoris Room, Quai d^Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 
December ly, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, ^Ir. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Elawai. 

JoiNT Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S,A - : Colonel J. A. Logan, Mr. Rathbone. 

British Empire : Mr. Leeper, Cdt. [jzr] MacDonald, Cdt. [jzr] Macnamara. 
France’. M. Loucheur, M. Leygues, Gen. Le Rond, Amiral Le Vavasseur, 
M. Hermitte, M. Massigli. 

Italy: M. Bertolini, G. Amiral Grassi, Cdt. Fea. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


I. M. Loucheur said that the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission had examined at its preceding meeting the 
Economic and Financial economic situation of Austria. He had had the 

A^rim^^phblic honour of explaining the day before to the Supreme 
Council the measures proposed for providing Austria 
with foodstuffs for from two to two months and a half. There still remained 
to be examined measures of a more general order which would insure the 
economic uplift of Austria for a longer period. From information received 
that morning the negotiations concerning the loan of 30,000,000 florins 
which Austria was trying to conclude with a Dutch group were proceeding 
and it could be hoped that the pourparlers would succeed. 

The Organization Committee had received from the Austrian Chancellor 
and from the Food Minister a memorandum w^hich gave an estimate of the 
measures which would be necessary each month to insure the provisioning 
of Austria; that estimate gave the following figures: 


Monthly : 

50.000 tons of wheat, i.e. 

1 5600 tons of meat, i.e. 

3,400 tons of fats, i.e. . 

30.000 boxes condensed milk, i.e. 


5.500.000. 00 

1.000. 000.00 

2.700.000. 00 
300,000.00 


maldng a total of . . . . $9,500,000.00 each month. 

They would therefore, so as to take care during seven months of Austria’s 
needs, require a sum of seventy milHon dollars as a minimum. The figure 
asked by the Austrian Delegation for the same period amounted to one 
hundred million dollars. The financial effort to be accomplished was there- 
fore included between those two figures. 

The Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission could only 
refer to the letter which it had sent on the 14th November last to the President 
of the Conference,^ It had pointed out in that letter that it was not for it to 
decide on the principle of the loan to be granted to the Austrian Republic. 
That question was not within its competence and concerned exclusively the 
(Afferent Allied governments. The Organization Committee would therefore 
limit itself, in case the principle of a loan was adopted, to suggesting certain 
measures of protection, such as the establishment of a certain control over 
the finances of Austria. The Austrian Government should furthermore 
promise to have certain financial laws voted so as to give the Powers all 
* See No. 27, minute 4 and appendix E. 
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desirable guarantees. Before exaniining these questions in detail, it >'a5. 
however, advisable to solve the question of principle and to knoi.v ’tv*het?-er 
they intended or not to grant Austria an intpertant lean 'ivhick might var>' 
benveen seventy and one hundred iniliions of dollars; that was a question 
which the Organization Cemmittee now asked the Conference to settle. 

M. Cai 30X said it was important to settle before anything else the 
question of principle, and he would ask the representative of the United 
States of America to give his opinion on the matter. 

Mr. ^Vallace said that he would refer the question to his gevemment that 


very day, and hoped to obtain a reply ^uthin two or three days. 

IsL Cambox said it seemed to him extremely important, as well as to the 
French Government, to come as promptly as possible to Austria’s help, so as 
to avoid throwing into absolute want the population of the small Austrian 


State which the Allies had just created. 

IvIr. \Vallage said that SL Gambon had not been present at the preceding 
meeting w’here he had veiy clearly stated his position. Kis principal durv 
consisted in follotving the meetings of the Council as an obsem/er and in 
forwarding immediately to his government all questions of a nature to be 
submitted to its decision. He did not have the necessary po>;ers to express 
before the Council opinions which would be binding upon the American 


Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowce said that the question had already come up before the 
Council and it had been decided that it concerned the governments alone. ^ 
The British Government, as a matter of fact, was ready to bear its share of 
the expenses involved in the economic reestablishment of Austria, but only 
on the formal condition that America should also stand its share. That con- 
sideration was all the stronger as in the actual state of the financial market 
nothing of any value could be done without the help of the United States. 
It w^as not pounds or francs that they needed, but dollars, which they could 
only obtain from the United States. His Government had made every effort 
to arrive at an agreement on the subject with the Government at Washington. 
It had telegraphed many times, but no decision seemed to have been yet 
taken at Washington, They still hoped that a favourable decision might be 
taken in the United States, and if so, he could assure the Council that his 
Government would act in the most sympathetic spirit towards the Austrian 
Republic. 

M. DE Martino said that they had the strongest reasons, as well from a 
humanitarian as from a political point of view, for coming quickly to 
Austria’s help, whose actual situation appeared extremely serious. They had, 
however, as Sir Eyre Crowe recalled, decided that it belonged to the govern- 
ments alone to tkke decision on the loan which should be granted to the 
government at Vienna. The Italian Government had not yet taken a 
decision, and it w^as natural that it should await, before doing so, the result 
of the negotiations t akin g place between London and Washington. It was 
indeed a question of obtaining dollars, which the United States alone were 
able to supply. 
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M. Matsui said that he had also referred that question to his Government 
and had not yet received a reply. He was therefore not able to state pre- 
cisely what attitude would be adopted by the Japanese Government; but he 
hoped that it would be able to participate in the common task. 

M. Gambon said that under those conditions he did not see that they could 
do anything more on that day, and he proposed to adjourn the discussion 
until such time as the interested governments would have made known their 
decisions- 

SiR Eyre Crowe wished to ask how far they had got on the question of 
wheat, which the Serbian Government was to deliver to Austria. Numerous 
difficulties had come up on the subject, and he hoped M. Loucheur had been 
able to obtain from the Serbian Delegates the promise that they would fulfil 
their contract. 

M. Loucheur said that he was going to see that very afternoon Mr. Trum- 
bitch as well as the Serbian Minister of Agriculture, Mr. Lascovitch. As he 
had informed the Council on the preceding day, he intended to propose that 
an interallied commission be sent which would be charged with the verifica- 
tion on the spot of the conditions under which the food stuffs were sent, and 
which would insure the satisfactory settlement of all questions concerning 
the performance of the contract made between Austria and the Jugo-Slav 
Government. 

(The discussion on that question was adjourned to a later date.) 

Q. M. Loucheur read and commented on a note of the Organization Com- 
mittee on the subject. (See Appendix A.) ^ He said that 
Collection by Gemimy difference of interpretation which had taken place 

m the Committee oi Organization concerning the resolu- 
tions adopted by the Council on the 6th and gth of 
December seemed to be of merely academic interest. As a matter of fact, 
Germany having sent delegates to Paris with a view to signing the protocol, 
and the latter appearing on the whole to be in a conciliatory spirit, it might 
be hoped that the exchange of ratifications might take place within a very- 
few days and that the Treaty might then come into force. He did not, 

2 Not printed. This note, dated December 15, 1919, reported that the British and 
American representatives on the committee considered that the resolution on this subject 
adopted by the Supreme Council on December 9 (No. 39, minute 8) ‘included the 
suppression* of paragraph 3 of the resolution adopted on December 6 (No. 37, minute 2) : 
whereas the Belgian, French and Italian representatives considered that the decision of 
December 9 was ‘subject to the reservation’ of paragraph 3 of the decision of December 6. 
The American, British and Italian representatives advised the Supreme Council of their 
opinion that ‘in the interest of Reparations, No. 3 of the decision of December 6 should be 
modified and the proposition adopted by the Committee should immediately be com- 
municated to Grermany. . . . Placing themselves on the standpoint of “Reparations”, the 
French and Belgian Delegates were of the opinion that the payment of customs duties on a 
gold basis should be authorized. But, from the same point of view, and in the superior 
interest of Reparations, those two delegates were also of the opinion that all measures for 
exerting pressure which may bring about the rapid ratification of the Treaty, should be 
maintained, and, consequently, the annuUation of No. 3 of the Resolution of the Supreme 
Council of December 6th, should not be requested.’ 
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ho^vever, see any objection to addressing a; 
telling them v,-hat it had done at its meet 
If the Conndl s:. decided the Organizatio 
prepare a draft letter tvhith would be sub 
It was decided: 


his time a letter to the Germans 
g of December Gtb 'k.d. 
Committee tvould immediately 



that the Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission should 
submit to the Cotmcil a draft letter to tie G'="rnian Delegation informing it 
of the decisions taken by the Council at its meeting of Decemier 9 ^ H.D. 
110;^ concerning the f^uestion of collection by Germany of rhe customs 
duties in gold marks. 


3. 'SL Louckevr said that the members of the Reparation Commission had 
- rr.,. a meeting cn the pre\io'j:s day with the naval 

/ '^xp^^rts and those sent by Germany at which it had been 
Ger^.cr. d£l£^z:£: cn zh: discussed the questions jr/r" relative to the reparations 
suhjscz r/ Tttz z:: claimed fer the Scapa Flew affair. The}' knew that by the 

^r' ''f last German note German}' declared itself unable to sur- 

c ^ n €.. jv >^ render the 4-00.000 tons of naval material which had been 

“ claimed from her. They thought, ho-wever, that the 

Gemans were going to propose compcnsaiions of another order. Indeed, the 
German note stated that ‘the German Government has charged a commission 
of experts to put these data before the representatives of the Allied and 
Associated Powers, and to give them the necessarv' explanations; it will 
formulate at the same time precise and definite proposals for a mode of 
reparations which, although it would. mean a new and heavy burden for 
Germany in its present situation, would not be contrarv' to its vital interests’ ;♦ 
that sentence seemed to indicate on the part of the Germans an intention to 
offer compensation to the Allied Powers for that part of the claimed naval 
material which they declared they were unable to surrender. 

The Germans, however, had not made any proposal of that kind. They 
had been satisfied with giving a list of material actually existing in their ports, 
which they estimated approximately at 700,000 tons, of which 500,000 tons 
were docks and the remainder dredges, tugs, etc. The figures given by the 
Germans did not agree with those furnished by the Allies’ own experts. The 
difference was approximately one of 85,000 to 90,000 tons. As a matter of 
fact a meeting between their naval experts and those of the Germans had 
been held on the previous evening. The figures given by the two parties had 
been compared, but he did not yet know the results obtained at that meeting. 

Supposing, however, that the figures as given by the Germans w'ere correct, 
the Germans offered to deliver to the Allies 192,000 tons out of the 700,000 
which they claimed to have. He made no difficulty in admitting that, if the 
Grermans only possessed 700,000 tons of port material, they could not sur- 
render 400,000 thereof. But the important point was that the Germans up 
to this time offered no compensation whatsoever for the 208,000 tons which 
they declared they were unable to surrender. 

3 No. 39, minute 8 . See No. 40, appendix A. 
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Under those conditions a first question came up on which they needed a 
decision of the Supreme Council. Should their Committee limit itself to 
examining whether the Germans were offering them a sufficient proportion 
of their available port material? Should they, on the contrary, examine w hat 
compensations the Germans could give them? From a purely personal point 
of view it seemed to him that they might request the Germans that they 
promise to build within a time limit of from three to five years a quantity 
of docks corresponding to the 208,000 tons which they refused to surrender. 

Contrary to their expectations, the Germans had also raised the question 
of the five light cruisers which, according to the provisions of the protocol, 
were to be delivered to the Allies. The Germans insisted on keeping those 
five cruisers, maintaining that their ports and coastline would remain without 
proper defence if those ships were taken away from them. They offered in 
exchange to surrender to the Allies five other cruisers actually under con- 
struction. They, however, had been unable to furnish any precise time when 
the building of those cruisers would be completed. The Germans were to get 
information from Berlin on the subject, and the experts might probably know 
where they stood on the following day. Before examining that question, how- 
ever, it was important that the Council take a decision as to whether the 
Organization Committee should or should not be asked to examine what 
compensations the Germans could furnish for that part of the material which 
had been claimed and which they declared it was impossible for them to 
surrender. 

M. Leygues said that before seeking for a compensation, it would be 
necessary first to confirm the exactness of the figures given by the Germans. 
The figures which had been arrived at by their experts after a conscientious 
and thorough search, coincided in fact with the data furnished in 1916 by a 
special German review, the Germanischer Lloyd, As they had naval experts 
on the spot, they might ask them to verify rapidly in the German ports the 
correctness of the figures which had been given them. If they found out that 
those figures were exact, they might look for compensation in another direc- 
tion. But the difference was too important, approaching at least 85,000 tons, 
for them to accept without any verification whatsoever the figures given by 
the Germans. 

M. Lougheur said that he quite realized the importance of verifying the 
German figures. But such an investigation might necessarily take a certain 
time, and it was important before all not to delay the signature of the protocol, 
and consequently the coming into force of the Treaty. They might proceed 
at once with the signature of the protocol, accepting the German figures 
under reserve of later verification which might be made quite rapidly. If 
the figures given by the Germans were found to be wrong, the Allied and 
Associated Powers would thus be enabled to increase their claims. He did not 
think that the Germans would object to such a procedure for they had 
mfbrmed them on the preceding day that their data were exact to within 
five percent- It belonged, however, to the Council to reply to the question 
which he had put a few minutes ago. Should the Organization Committee 
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of the ReparariGns Commission be charged \siiti finding another form of com- 
pensation? 

Mr. "Wallace asked ’^vhether the Organization Committee could not give 
an opinion to the Ccnncil on the question of principle raised - 

Loucheur said that he did not think that the Organization Com- 
mittee tvould be in a position to do so. It was, as a matter of fact, a political 
question in the first place. Should the Allies maintain the point cf view they 
had expressed to Germany in the shape of an ultimatum? From the special 
point of view which interested the Reparation Commission the question was 
a secondary one. It was indeed quire clear that they would not be able tc 
make the Germans pay twice, and that what they v/ould pay on the one hand 
they would not pay on the other. 

Sir Evre Crovce said that be fulK’ agreed wdth Mr. Loucheur that it was 
an essendally political question, and for that reason he was not in a position 
to take an immediate decision. He had telegraphed tc his Government on 
the previous evening explaining the general lines of the situation as it 
appeared to him. They should not forget that their last note demanded from 
Germany the signature of the protocol as it stood. It was only after that 
signature that the Po^vers were to examine whether certain concessions could 
be made to Germany, The first question before them, therefore, was to knew 
whether they ought to abandon the principle which they had formally laid 
dowm. It should indeed not be lost sight of that the Germans were trving to 
bring them round to a procedure which was just the opposite. They wished 
to bargain first and sign afterwards. He had drawn the attention of the 
British Government to the fact that the German Government had been 
satisfied with offering them half of what they had demanded from it, without 
giving detailed explanations on that reduction. 

M. Loucheur said that he must admit that the Germans had handed to 
them a very long and rather complete memorandum on the subject. He 
thought, how’ever, that it was quite certain that a complete acceptance of 
their demands w^'ould thrown German navigation into veiy^ deep trouble, 
especially on account of the lack of tugs. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question was w’-hether the Organization 
Committee was in a position to judge on the German claims from the indica- 
tions furnished by that memorandum, without having recourse to an in- 
vestigation on the spot. He would add that his owui experts had told him that 
the explanations given in the German memorandum w'ere very vague and 
were confined to ideas of a very general character. He would, however, refer 
that question also to his Government. 

M. Loucheur said that in the next conversation he would have with the 
Germans he would ask them for more precisions and would make every 
effort to force them to put their cards on the table. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the third point which had attracted his atten- 
tion was the remarkable discrepancy in the figures of the port material then 
in Germany. For example: in the list drawn up by the Allies figured two 
floating docks of very large dimensions at Dantzig. According to the Ger- 


553 



mans there were no docks at Dantzig. As it happened they had in Paris 
certain of their x\llied experts who, he was assured, had seen those docks at 
Dantzig with their own eyes. When the Germans told them that those docks 
did not exist it might well be that they simply meant that they had been sold. 
That would be a fact which would be easy to verify as they had people at 
Dantzig. An answer could be had in two or three days. 

To sum up, he would say that he could not express an opinion on the pro- 
cedure to be followed towards the Germans, for the reason that the question 
of procedure was closely allied to that of principle. Four questions were 
raised : 

1. Gould they abandon the principle they had sustained until now to- 
wards the Germans, namely that they, the Germans, should sign the protocol 
before any discussion, and that it would only be then that the Council would 
examine concessions they might eventually make? 

2. Were there grounds for verifpng on the spot the data furnished by the 
Germans? 

3. Were they ready to make concessions in the amount of material claimed 
by them, and, if so, how far should those concessions go? 

4. Lastly, should they look for a compensation for that part of the tonnage 
which the Germans said they were incapable of handing over? 

On the other hand, he was very much struck by the views expressed by 
Mr. Loucheur on the necessity of arriving at an agreement as soon as possible 
so as not to delay once more the coming into force of the Treaty. 

M. DE Martino said that there was no doubt that the pourparlers which 
were going on concealed the Germans' desire to bargain and to obtain some 
advantages before the signature. They certainly had great interest in pre- 
venting that little game. They should not, however, lose sight of the fact that, 
of all the aims they had before them, the most important of all was to reach, 
as quickly as possible, the coming into force of the Treaty which alone would 
allow the Reparation Commission to function. They should, according to 
him, subordinate all other considerations to that fundamental aim. The 
question of reparations to be exacted for the Scapa Flow incident presented 
itself under a double aspect ; a political and a technical one. From the technical 
point of view, his experts informed him that it was not impossible that certain 
mistakes might have been made, such as, for instance, that docks might have 
been counted twice. He was not competent in those matters, but it seemed to 
him that they should take into account a certain possibility of errors. An 
investigation on the spot might of course be advantageous, but such a pro- 
cedure "would take time and delay the coming into force of the Treaty. From 
a political point of \dew they should not hide from themselves the danger 
there would be in dela'ying the Treaty's coming into force, on account of the 
interior situation of Germany, which was evidently unstable. They should 
avoid ^ving the Imperialist Party, which might not perhaps be numerous 
but which was energetic, and troublesome, an occasion to resume its agitation 
against the Government. 

He did not make any proposition, but wished to point out the interest there 
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would be in putting the Treat}’- into force as rapid!}’ as possible. They should, 
according to the expression used on th.e preceding day by il. Clemenceau, 
a.voic giving the Germans the pcssibilit}* cf rebounding and cf creating ne%v 
difhculties for the Aliie.-. 

M. ]SL\tsui said t>*a: they all seemed agreed on the necessit}' of a prompt 
coming into force of the Treaty. Loucheur s prcp'Osal tending to sign the 
protocol without delay, vdth the reser/ation of an ulterior \'eri£ca::Gn of tloe 
figures famished by the GermanSj seemed to him opportune. It did not. 
however, seem absolurel}’ necessarv to him that a decision should be arrived 
at on that day. and there would be no inconvenience in waiting a day or tv, u. 
v»hich \»’Oulc perhaps allow for certain verifications. 

hi. Louche UR said that he was to see the German experts at three o’dcck. 
Ke ’/.'ould then make them define the reasons for the reduction they proposed. 
He would. lurthermore, ask them once more w'hether they offered any com- 
pensation v/Iaatscever for the missing tonnage. 

Mr. Wailace said that his opinion was that it would be preferable to 
a%vait. before taking a decisiorij the instrucdons of their respective go\'em- 
ments. 


M. Berthelot said that he had seen M. Giemenceau that same morning 
and that he had explained the situation to him. He. of course, was not 
qualified to speak for the President before the Council, but he thought he 
could give it his impressions simply for their information. M. Giemenceau 
was of the opinion that a reply should be made to the last German note: 
I, in order to take note of the German declaration that no difficulty would be 
raised on account of the absence of the American or other delegates on the 
Commissions; 2, to define the sense to be given to that part of the note con- 
cerning measures of coercion. He had prepared, in accord \vith M. Froma- 
geot, tw’o draft texts on the subject, which had been approved by the President 
of the Council and might be discussed when the whole of the reply to be made 
to Germany came up for examination. M. Fromageot had observed to him 
that amongst German precedents alone might be foimd seven or eight cases 
of measures of military coercion taken without a declaration of w’ar, such as 
those of Haiti or Zanzibar.^ 

On the other hand it was necessary to request the Germans to send dele- 
gates immediately to take up practical questions relative to the functioning 
of plebiscite and other commissions. If negotiations on the subject w’ere not 
immediately opened, the coming into force of the Treaty ran the risk of being 
materially delayed. 

He would not speak for the moment of the question of the light cruisers 
w^hich would be t^en up by the Minister of Marine. 

On the question of substance which had been submitted by M. Loucheur, 


5 In 1904 the German warship Panther had been ordered to Port au Prince in order to 
act in concert with a French warship in exacting reparation for an attack by Haitian soldiers 
upon the German and French diplomatic representatives in Haiti, In 1885 a squadron of 
German warships had made a demonstration off Zanzibar and compelled the Sultan of 
Zanzibar to accept certain German demands. 
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M. Clemenceau was of the opinion that the 192,000 tons offered by the 
Germans should be accepted, and that a compensation should be found for 
the lacking tonnage. On account of the necessity of arrhdng at a quick 
solution, they might immediately proceed to sign with the reserv^ation of a 
later verification of the figures which had been furnished. Should those 
figures be found incorrect, the Allies would be entitled to claim a greater 
portion of the German port material. 

Sir Eyre Crowte asked whether it would not be advisable to ask the 
Germans to send delegates at once to take up the questions relative to the 
practical organization of the commissions provided for by the Treaty, with- 
out awaiting the drafting of the note addressed to the Germans. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Dutasta observed that the procedure proposed 
by Sir Eyre Crowe would have the inconvenience of giving the Germans the 
impression that they w^ere ready to yield on the question of reparations to be 
furnished by them for the Scapa Flow' incident. It would be wiser to await 
the result of the next meeting with the German delegates which would take 
place that very afternoon. The German delegates sent from Berlin to examine 
the question of organization of the Commissions should have instructions 
to sign within 48 hours. 

M. Lougheur said that he would report to the Council at its next meeting 
the result of the inteivnew which he w'ould have that afternoon with the 
German representatives. 

M. Leygues said that, concerning the question of the light cruisers, he 
wished to state that he was not of the opinion that the German proposal 
should be considered before the exchange of ratifications. They were not, 
as a matter of fact, in a position in the short time which separated them from 
that exchange, to appreciate the exactness of the information given by the 
Germans. The latter offered them, in exchange for the five cruisers which 
they were to surrender, five ships which were still on the ways, and they 
ignored the progress of their construction. As that was an important 
question, especially for the French Navy, he would ask to be allowed to 
examine it at leisure, and this would not be possible until after the signature 
of the protocol, for investigations would have to be made which would take 
from fifteen days to three weeks at the minimum. 

M. Berthelot said that it might perhaps be possible to tell the Germans 
that they maintained their claims on the question of the cruisers with the 
possibility of examining after the coming into force of the Treaty whether 
certain substitutions might prove acceptable. 

M. Gambon said that if they told the Germans that they would examine 
the question after the coming into force of the Treaty, they would either 
think that the Allies intended to deceive them with a view to obtaining their 
signature, or consider that reply as a tacit agreement to give them satisfaction, 
at least in part. It therefore seemed to him that, as M. Leygues had objec- 
tions to put forward against the Germans’ claim, it would be best to reply by 
a pure and simple refusal which would not, however, prevent their eventually 
examining the question anew, should there be need to do so. 
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M. Leyguzs 5aid he ezitirel}' agreed udth the vie-A-s -of the Chairmar:. 

M. Bertkzlct ?aid that the ships tirder construciion tvhich the Germar.5 
offered to exchange 5 it those they clainced should he demclished under the 
provisions of the Treaty. Their claim tvas, thcreftre, ctntraiy to the stipula- 
tions of the Treatw 


]M. Gambon said that the latter considerati'C 
his opinicn. should lead the Council to refuse 
and simply. 


seemed to him dnal and, in 
.e Germans" demand uurelv 


Mr. Wallace said that it seemed a rtry reasonable conclu 
-.\nMiRAL Grass: stated tltat before denying purely arxd simply 


cm to reach. 

1 _ ? 

ne oermans 


claim, it would be wise to remark that if things remained as they were 
Germany vrould rnd itself in the following year with five light cruisers which 
^vGuld be twenty years cld. Under those conditions she would be endtled,. 
according to the terms of the Treaty, to rebuild new ships in place of these 


old units. A net loss tvould result in the way of labour and constructiorx 
material. What was the need of obliging Germany to destroy warships which 
she had in her w ays, if she tvas to rebuild new ones six months later? 

M. Matsui said that he thought it preferable to maintain their demand as 
it stood. 

Mr. Wallace said that he wished to point out that the opinion which he 
had expressed was purely personal: in that question as in all others he was 
not qualified to bind his Government, unless he had received explicit and 
precise instructions to that effect. 

M. Berthelot said that he would obsert^e that Mr. Polk having already 
signed the protocol, it did not seem that new instructions should be necessary 
when it was merely a question, as was the case for the question of the cruisers, 
of maintaining the text of that protocoL 

M. Leygues said that as a matter of fact the Council had reached, on the 
question of the cruisers, a unanimous decision. The discussion which had 
taken place with regard to the new request of the Germans did not bear in 
any manner w'hatsoever on the principle of that decision, but merely on the 
forms of its execution. Under those conditions and without, of course, 
wishing to exercise any pressure of [on] the representative of the United States, 
it seemed to him that new instructions were not necessary. He would point 
out that this was a question w’hich interested France primarily and w^hich 
only offered for America and Great Britain interest of a secondary^ nature. 
He would, how'ever, simply mention that the principle had been adopted 
unanimously by the Conference. 

Mr. ^Vallace stated that he felt obliged to repeat that everything he 
might say before the Council was unofficial, except in cases where he had 
received explicit instructions from his Government. He hoped it would not 
always be necessary to repeat that all that he said here had an unofficial 
character. 

M. Gambon said that the question was whether they maintained prior 
decisions of the Conference or whether they accepted the new request formu- 
lated by the Germans with regard to the cruisers. It seemed to him that 
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instructions would only be necessary in the second case. If another procedure 
were adopted by the Council the Germans would have it in their hands to 
suspend the execution of the Treaty by making new requests. He personally 
would be of the opinion that they maintain the text already arrived at and 
that they should answer the Germans by a pure and simple refusal. 

M. Leygues said that the question was quite different for the cruisers and 
for the docks and port material. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that was not quite certain. They had made a pro- 
posal to the Germans. The Germans now made a counter-proposal. It was 
for them to examine it and to decide whether they would strictly adhere to 
the text of the protocol^ or whether they would envisage certain modifications 
on that point. 

M. Cambon said that to consent to changes on that question would be to 
open the door to a whole series of German claims. 

M. Leygues said that the Council had decided to demand from the 
Germans five cruisers which had been designated by name. The Germans 
now asked to keep those ships and offered in exchange warships w'hich were 
still under way. The Germans did not therefore contest the principle of their 
demand; they only discussed the forms thereof. But as they lacked precisions 
on the progress of construction of those ships, it would be better for them to 
stand by their former demand which would also offer the advantage of not 
risking, by starting a new discussion, to delay the date of the signature of the 
protocol and the coming into force of the Treaty. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that they were evidently entitled to maintain the 
original text of the protocol, and, as far as he was concerned, he did not see 
any objection thereto. 

It w^as decided : 

to maintain, with regard to the question of the five light cruisers to be 
delivered by Germany, the text of the protocol such as it had been fixed on 
November 1, by the Supreme Council. 

(The discussion was adjourned to a later date.) 


4. Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Drafting Committee was engaged upon 
. , . , two questions for which a solution was necessary in view 

byslM^%lr^ns preparation of the Treaty with Hungary. 

The first concerned the request of Serbia to obtain 
a right of priority on reparations to be furnished by Hungary and Austria. 
The Serbian request had been referred to the Organization Committee of 
the Reparations Commission.^ The latter, however, had not yet com- 
municated its views on the subject. 

M. DE Saint Otoenttn said that the delay came from a confusion which 
had taken place between the former reparations commission and the Com- 
mission presided over by M. Loucheur. The misunderstanding, however, 
had now been cleared up and the Organization Committee was to furnish 
a report on the question the following day. 

^ See No. 39, minute 7. 
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No. 42 


H.D. : 13.] \otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Fiie Great 
PozL'ers, held at M. Pichon^s Rooin^ Quai d'Orsav, Thursday, December iS, 

1919, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present; U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretariat, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Xorman. 

France: M. Cambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Bertheiot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretariat, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretariat, Af. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.SA.\ Capt. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. Alassigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M, Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they ^vere concerned : 

U.S.A. : Mr. Rathbone, Gapt. Madison, U.S.N. 

British Empire: Mr. Leeper, Mr. Carr, Lt.-Col. Kisch, Gapt. Fuller, R.N., 
Cdt. [I'zV] AlacDonald, R.N., Sir John Bradbury. 

France: M. Leygues, M. Loucheur, Marshal Foch, Gen. Weygand, Gen. 
Le Rond, M. Laroche, C. Amiral Le Vavasseur, AI. Hermitte, M. de 
Alontille. 

Italy: AI. Bertolini, C. Amiral Grassi, M. Stranieri, Cdt. Fea. 


I . The Council had before it a note from the Commander-in-Chief of the 


Situation in the 
Baltic Provinces 


Allied Armies, dated December 14, 1919. (See Appendix A.) 

Marshal Foch summarized and commented upon the 
note of December 14th. 


He added that it seemed difficult to disarm completely the anti-Bolshevist 
force represented by what was left of the Yudetiitch Army. If the Esthonian 
Government, provisionally at least, did not wish to confer with the Bolshe- 


vists, it should utilize that force. But the possibility of utilizing it later and 
of agreement between Esthonia and Yudenitch presented a series of local 
questions which were difficult to judge from that distance. It was for that 


reason that he proposed to send G^eneral Niessel to examine on the spot 
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whether it would be possible to arrange for an agreement between General 
Yudenitch and the Esthonians. 

Mr. Wallace said that he could not give any opinion before he had 
received instructions from his Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the Council remembered that when the 
instructions for General Niessel had been drafted, the British Government 
had clearly indicated that Russian questions of a political nature would not 
be in the province of the mission.^ He was still bound by that reservation, 
all the more so as the situation in the Baltic provinces was more obscure, and 
he did not know what were the intentions of his Government. Under those 
circumstances he could not then agree to give General Niessel an interallied 
mission of a political character. That would be contrary to the principle 
which they had previously adopted. General Niessel, however, was a French 
officer, and he could not object in any way to his being sent to Esthonia in 
that capacity. 

Marshal Fogh said that he did not conceal the fact that he was indeed 
raising a new question, also that the mission under discussion was entirely in- 
dependent of that which had been previously entrusted to the General. But he 
wished to call the attention of the Conference to the fact that, if the Allied and 
Associated Powers wished to act, there was not a moment to lose. If they 
delayed any longer, it would mean the complete dissolution of the Yudenitch 
Army and the development of a new centre of anarchy. He also felt con- 
vinced that an interallied mission could alone have a chance to succeed: 
General Niessel could only be sent there in that quality. He repeated that 
there were in Esthonia remnants offerees which could still be utilized in the 
pursuit of a policy; but it was quite true that they should first decide upon 
that policy. They should especially foresee that the Esthonian Government, 
before listening to their advice, would begin by asking them to recognize it. 
At any rate, and if they did not wish to be faced once more by ruin, it was 
important to define their policy without delay, 

M. Gambon asked whether Sir Eyre Crowe could not telegraph his 
Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would do so; at the moment he did not 
know how far the decisions which had been taken in London^ might have 
modified the situation. 

M. DE Martino said that he gathered, from all that had been said by 
Marshal Foch, first, that it was urgent to take certain measures, and on the 
other hand, that the mission which he proposed to have sent, should have 
an interallied character. He could not give a final opinion before knowing 
that of his colleagues; but he approved in principle the proposal which was 
submitted. He would like to take advantage of this occasion to ask the 
Marshal what was the exact situation of the Yudenitch Army at the present 
time. 

General Weygand said it was difficult to give exact figures : one might 
say approximately that the Army was made up of from 20,000 to 30,000 men, 

* See No. 7, minute 3. 2 gee No. 62. 
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a part of u’Mch had been treated bv the EsthorJans as civilian refugees :vho 
were now dispersed, while there still remained under arms from 5;00C to 
15,000 men. A telegram addressed to [Marshal Foch by their representative 
vdth that army, depicted the situation as being ver/ critical. The French 
officer telearanhed on the idth of Decentber that the Yudenhch army could 
still tight for seven days against the Bolshevists, but that if. after that period, 
relations bettv’een it and the Esthcrdan Government nad not improved, it 
meant a confiici vdth Esthoriia. They alread}’ had been informed that 
Russian officers had been murdered at Xarra. 

M. Matsui said that if the other Powers were agreed to send an interallied 
mission, he would not be opposed to it. He would, however^ remark that the 
Japanese officer who belonged to the Xiessel mission wzs on the point cf 
receiring another appointment; it would therefore be impossible for him to 
accompany the mission if it were sent into Esthonia. 


M. CAitBOX said that they could apparently not think of taking any deci- 
sion if they did not know the opinion of the British Government. He "»vould 
urge Sir Eyre Crow’e to make every effort to obtain a reply in as short a time 
as possible, and he hoped it would be a favourable one. 

'The rest of the discussion was adjourned.) 


2 . The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation. ;See Ap- 
pendix B.)3 

Xotificctwn to Roumcnia M. Laroche read and commented upon the note of 
and Poland of ike frontier French Delegation, and added that the frontier 

adopted on August ist by the Supreme Council practi- 
Bukoi'ina cally gave the whole of Bukorina to the Roumanians, 

as it only excluded from Roumanian territory a narrow 
strip which was crossed by the railway connecting two Galician towns. It 
was true, however, that the Roumanians were making unofficial efforts to 
have the original administrative frontier maintained as it stood. Now that 
the Roumanians had signed the Treaties of St. Germain and Neuilly it 
seemed opportune to notif)" them the decision taken on August ist, the more 
so as the proposed frontier already figured in the treaty relative to Eastern 
Galicia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he did not object to that proposal in principle; 
he wished, however, to know wffiat exactly, at that time, their relations with 
Roumania were; what treaties General Coanda had signed, and whether 
a reply to their ultimatum^ had been received. 

M. DE Saint Quentin said that the Roumanian Delegation had signed the 

3 Not printed. This note recalled the decision in this matter adopted by the Supreme 
Council on August i, 1919: see VoL I, No. 25, minute 9. The note continued: ^The condi- 
tion set by the Supreme Council having been fulfilled, the French Delegation has the honour 
to ask that the Secretariat General of the Peace Conference be invited to inform the Rou- 
manian and Polish Delegations of the frontier described above which interests Roumania 
and Eastern Galicia.’ 

* Gf. No. 35, minute 6. 
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Minorities Treaty, had agreed to the Austrian Treaty and the Financial 
Arrangements, as well as to the Bulgarian Treaty. Roumania was, therefore 
so far as her signature was concerned, on the same footing at that time as the 
other Allies. But so far as he knew, no reply had been made to the other 
questions raised in the note of the Supreme Council. 

M. Laroche said there was no doubt that Roumania was in the throes of 
an internal crisis; the cabinet crisis was not, properly speaking, at an end. 
He was, however, of the opinion that the Council should not confuse Hun- 
garian affairs with the question of Bukovina. One of the interested parties 
already knew' the line of the new frontier; they ought to finish that question. 
It was quite true that Roumania had not yet entirely acceded to their de- 
mands, but on the other hand, her claims had not received entire satisfaction 
in Bukovina. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he was of the same opinion, and he thought 
they should strengthen the government of Mr. Vaida Voevod. On the other 
hand, he would urge that they insist upon a reply to their ultimatum from 
Roumania, and also that she conform to the injunctions she had received 
from the Supreme Council concerning the Hungarian affairs, further, that 
question could not be separated from that of the blockade of Roumania. 
They had already decided upon certain restrictive measures in regard to 
trade with that country.^ His Government considered that it would be well 
to suppress these measures; they were troublesome and served no purpose, 
for, according to information in their hands, goods were passing pretty freely 
across the land frontier, and maritime trade alone was held up. They did 
not think, however, notwithstanding the drawbacks for them of such a 
blockade, that it would be possible to suppress it entirely as long as the 
Government at Bucharest had not replied definitely to their demands. It 
would be necessary, he thought, to let the Roumanian Government know 
imder the existing circumstances that the blockade could not be raised so 
long as it had not itself replied. 

M. Gambon said that they might take a decision concerning the frontier of 
Bukovina, and ask M. Berthelot at the same time to use his influence with the 
Roumanian Delegation in order to hasten its reply. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that they should teU the Roumanians that they 
were ready to raise the blockade, but that Roumania must first accept the 
demands which had been formulated by the Council. 

M. DE Martino said that he approved the two decisions which were then 
proposed. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the line of the Roumanian frontier in Bukovina, already approved 

by the Supreme Council on August 1st, should be notified to the 
Roumanian and Polish Delegations; 

(2) that the Ro um a m an Government should be requested to reply in as 

short a time as possible to the last note of the Supreme Council, and 
that it should at the same time be informed that, failing a satisfac- 

^ See Vol. I, No, 42, minute 3. 
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tfj>Ty reply to the faid note, it impossible for the Allied and 
Associated Powers to raise the blockade measures which had been 
taken t^iwards Ronmania on Ansriist -5, 1919-' 


3 . Ihe C';urx:i had before 
December 


a telegram, from Coicnel HaskelL dated 
:o:o, transmhrxd hv me .American Dele* 




'G‘:K£rjl Df 

f ’’J-, 


garlon. See Appendix C. 

hi. Ca:* 30X asked vmerher the .American Deie^ation 
sapported Colonel hiasxe,* s pjcposa*. 

C::.::*:: ** hiR. ''A'allacs replied that it did no:, but tvas cen- 

tenied with transmitting it: Colonel Haskell, he 
add. had acted in this matter as an Interallied representative. 

S;a Eyre CRot-cE said that he feared that if Colonel Haskell's proposal 
tvere adopted, i: tvonid create serious difScnlties. The zone assigned to 
General Denikin had been fixed a long time ago: he thouaht that if the line 
then fixed were changed, they would be raising a ts’asps’ nest. The present 
situation was veiy^ confused: they had no authorin' over General DW,ikin. 


How could they tell him that he must retire be}'ond a netv line vrhich would 
be fixed by them? If he refused to obey, hew could the Council enforce its 
decisions? The whole problem of the Caucasus was involved, and of that 
they knew ver\' little and exercised over it no control. His opinion was very" 
clear: they should leave things as they werej though of course, he was quite 
ready to draw" the attention of his Government to that proposal. 

AI. DE AIartino said that the Haskell proposal had made an extremely 
favourable impression on him. It w"as calculated to protect from troubles 
and disorders of all kinds a region most important for them, economically 
speaking. They knew what guerilla w^arfare meant as practised in those 
countries, and what ruins it accumulated. It would be to the advantage of 
those territories to fix a limit to the advance of the Denikin Army, Sir Eyre 
Crowe thought that a decision in that question was of considerable political 
importance; he agreed, but asked w^hether it would not be possible to say 
that the fixing of the new line of demarcation would not prejudice the final 
settlement of the problem. 

AI. AL^tsui said that he w^as not informed on the subject; he was, however, 
very much struck by Sir Eyre Crowe’s argument. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in his opinion the difficulties were greater than 
AI. de Martino seemed to think. General Denikin actually occupied the 
territories in question; they w^ould therefore have to drive him out. 

AI. Straxieri said that, according to information in their hands, Denikin 
had occupied the northern slopes of the Caucasus, ‘The Republic of the 
Mountaineers’, but had not occupied the Daghestan. 

AI. Cajvibon said that it seemed to him very difficult to take a decision in 
such a state of uncertainty, 

AI. DE Martino admitted that they should first make out exactly what 
the situation was and that the examination of the question might be then 
taken up. 
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M. Gambon said they would therefore adjourn the discussion until such 
time as they should have more complete information. 

(The discussion was then adjourned.) 

4 * 


Repatriation of BuU 
garian Prisoners of War 


[Not printed,] 6 


5. M. Matsui said that he was happy to inform the Council that he was 


Distribution of 
enemy submarines 


authorized by his Government to withdraw the reservation 
which he had formulated on December 9th, concerning the 
distribution of enemy submarines.'^ 


6. The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation on the 


Conditions under which 
the Germans warships 
should be delivered 


conditions under which the German warships should be 
delivered to the Allies. (See Appendix E.) 

M. Leygues read and commented upon the note of 


the French Government. 


Mr. Wallace stated that he could not give any opinion on the matter 
without the instructions of his Government. 


Sir Eyre Crowe said that if he understood the French proposal correctly, 
it meant requesting the Germans to surrender, into the same ports as the 
warships, the armament material instead of destroying it. 

M. Leygues agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe feared that such a proposal would raise difficulties, for 
it seemed to him that it was contrary to the provisions of the Treaty; a modi- 
fication of the Treaty would be necessary, for which they would have to 
obtain the approval of all the signatory Powers. The same diflSculty, how- 
ever, did not exist for the five light cruisers whose surrender was demanded 
in the protocol of November i : it was not impossible, as a matter of fact, 
to modify the protocol which had not yet been signed. 

Admiral Grassi said that he shared the opinion just expressed by 
M. Leygues. It was not a question of modifying the Treaty, but only of 
interpreting Article 192. That article stipulated as follows: 

‘The warships in commission of the German fleet must have on board 

or in reserve only the allowance of arms, munitions and war material fixed 

by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers.’ 

The allowances of material in excess were to be surrendered to the Govern- 
ments of such Powers at the places to be indicated by them. In that way, 
the surrender would take place in two periods : first the ships would be sur- 
rendered, then the material disembarked from them. Article 192 did not 
evidently apply to the material of warships which were to be, or which 

6 This question was raised by the British delegation. The Supreme Council decided 
(i) that there was no objection to the repatriation of Bulgarian prisoners of war; (2) that 

belonging to territories formerly Bulgarian and now situated outside 
the frontiers of Bulgaria should have the option of declaring whether they preferred to be 
sent back to Bulgaria or to their country of origin.* 

7 See No. 39, minute i. 
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already had been, surrendered to the Allies, 
cf v/arships vrhich remained German, 

Sir Eyrz CROtvz said that Amdcle 105 -va; 
mat tne snips vhich were te re s'j:rrt:nder*: 
rendered in a state cf disarmament. Art:,/.e : 
that the material remaining in Germany 
that the caestion be referred bach :: the ie^: 

Leysves said tnat tv/a cases si.auid be « 


1 onh" applied to tf 



: material 

;dptiiated 
i be sur- 
de dared 
proposed 


snips wnose sur: 
It was narara: ths 
at the same time 
ships vd.ose surre; 
that there vras a 
submitted to the 


enaer tvas provided tor in the prottcoi t 
it the material oelongin^ to those ships shot, 
as the ships ihemseives. The second case 
nder was provided for in the Treaty of Pes 
question of interpretation cf the Treatv; 
legal experts. 



A'as that of tvar- 
:e. He admitted 
;vh:ch mlsht be 


Sir Eyre Crow h. said tnat they shotildj hotvever. observe, concerning the 
first point, that they had communicated to the Germans a draft prctocof and 
that they would be proposing its modification, 'Would the Germans accept 
that modification? The Council should emdsage the possibility of a refusal. 

Leygues said that they did not ask for any modification of the protocol. 
They insisted, on the contrary, that it be signed as it stood. The protocol did 
not in any place state that they would not receive the armament material of 
the warships whose surrender they demanded. 

M. Cambox said that the first question was, therefore, solved as M. Leygues 
had requested; the second was referred back to the legal experts for exami- 
nation. 


It was decided : 


(1) that the Interallied IXaval Commission of Control should take the steps 

necessary in order that the material belonging to the five light 
cruisers to be delivered to the Allied and Associated Pow'ers under 
the pro\dsions of the draft protocol of November 1st should not be 
destroyed, but surrendered in the same places as the ships from 
which such material had been disembarked ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee be requested to examine whether, under 

the terms of Articles 185 and 192 of the Treaty of Versailles, the 
material disembarked from the warships referred to in Article 185, 
in execution of the clauses of the Armistice, should be necessarily 
destroyed after it had been surrendered to the Allied and Associated 
Powders. 


7. M. Lougheur said that they had met the German delegates on the pre- 
Report of the conference ceding aftemoon. It had been impossible to reach an 
between the Allied and agreement on the tonnage of the docks then in Germany. 
German Delegates con- The Germans continued to insist with the greatest energy 
ceming th£ reparation that there did not exist at Dantzig docks of 50,000 tons, 

80,000 tons which figures on the 
^ Allied list was really a second entry of two docks — one 

of 43,000 tons and one of 37,000 tons, both of which also figured therein. 
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They had therefore reserved the right of verifying those figures and the 
German delegates had agreed. There remained^ therefore, a difference of 
85,000 tons between their figures and those of the German delegation. 
Before submitting the rest of the discussion, he wished to state that if the 
Reparation Commission had been consulted at the time the protocol had 
been drafted, certain of its members would have been opposed to demanding 
from Germany a compensation for the Scapa Flow incident which would 
reduce its capacity of payment. They had asked the German delegates 
w^hcther, outside of the 192,000 tons which they were ready to grant, they had 
some compensation to offer. After much hesitation they had declared that 
they could offer 50,000 tons of new docks to be built within a period of one 
and one-half years. They had taken note of that proposal, and the German 
delegation had withdrawn. 

He had then put the following questions to his colleagues : 

(1) Did they consider as sufficient, for the time being, the immediate 
surrender of 192,000 tons, taking into account the economic situation in 
Germany? 

(2) In the affirmative, were they of the opinion that it was advisable, 
notwithstanding, to demand a supplementary compensation to be furnished 
later? 

The American delegate had answered the first question in the affirmative. 
He considered that the second raised a political problem, upon which he had 
no opinion to express. From the point of view of reparations he considered 
it was not advisable to make other demands of Germany. 

The British Naval delegate had repeated the reservation made that morn- 
ing by Sir Eyre Crowe. He was not convinced by the German explanations. 
As for Sir John Bradbury, the British representative on the Reparation Com- 
mission, he reserved his opinion : he considered especially that the Germans 
might compensate the loss of their floating docks by using for their merchant 
fleet the dry-docks of their naval arsenals. He thought that the question of 
reparations was for the Supreme Council to decide. 

The Italian delegate had replied in the affirmative to the first point; and 
considered on the other hand, as M. Loucheur did, that it would be advisable 
to request the Germans to build 80,000 tons of new docks for the Allies. 

The Japanese delegate deemed insufficient the German proposals. In his 
opinion, a compensation was necessary. 

The Belgian delegate had adopted the opinion of the French delegate. 
From the standpoint of reparations, he believed that they should ask Ger- 
many as little as possible in the way of supplementary compensation. 

The French delegates were divided; the naval representative had main- 
tained that it would be wise to claim 400,000 tons. He, personally, was of the 
opinion that they could be satisfied with the immediate surrender of 192,000 
tons, but that firom the political point of view, a compensation was necessary. 
If the German figures were correct, their original demands should naturally 
be reduced from 400,000 to 315,000 tons. The deficit was therefore reduced 
to 123,000 tons. He observed that the Germans would be furnishing them 
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creates: interest not to weaken the Germans’ capacirv” for paym.ent and if they 
wished to receive something they should raise that capacirr to its mardmnum. 

M. Levgves said that a misunderstanding existed between the Xaval 
experts and the members of the Reparation Commission vv“hich it v’as 
important to clear up. They had asked Germany for 400.000 tons cf decks 
cn account of the scuttling at Scapa Flow of 430.G00 tans out cf 5 : 0.000 tons 
w'hich were there interned. Thus had disappeared the pav/n wrdch the 
Allies had in their hands. It was in the way of a reparation and of a penalrc 
that the Council had decided on October 24th to demand the surrender of 
port material. When the protocol of November ist had been drawm up, that 
material had been estimated at 400,000 tons. There was a decision of the 
Conference, ^vhich should be carried out. It would be serious to give way, 
for the moral question was as important as the material one : if they yielded, 
Germany would be encouraged in starring once more. They should beware: 
and they had good reasons for doing so. The Allies themselves were acting 
in good faith ; they would reduce their demands if it were proved that they 
were exaggerated. It would be a mistake to make a concession right away. 
They would be the first to peld if they had proof that their claims could not 
be satisfied without paralysing the economic life of Germany and endanger- 
ing her capacity for payment; but he pointed out that Germany possessed 
a great many dry-docks in her naval ports; and as she had no more w^arships 
she might therefore employ those dry-docks in the repair of her commercial 
fleet. As a matter of fact, under the provisions of the Treaty, she did not 
possess ships of over i,6oo tons. They should therefore decide that the terms 
of the protocol be maintained, with the reserv^ation that if, at a later time, 
it was proved that they had committed an error in their figures, such an error 
would be taken into account. 

M. Loucheur said it was clear that no one thought of accepting with 
closed eyes the figures furnished by the Germans, He should, however, add 
that he did not share M. Leygues’ opinion. He could not approve of a policy 
w’hich consisted in imposing penalties which militated against their repara- 
tions in money. 

Sir Eyre CROWtE believed that, as they must all reserve the opinion of their 
Governments, the discussion might w^ell be adjourned. Meanw’hile, how- 
ever, what would happen to the conversations with the Germans? He 
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admitted he was in no wise convinced by the German arguments. A telegram 
he had before him affirmed that four weeks ago there was at Dantzig a dock 
of 4O5OOO tons if not of 50,000. Somebody was therefore lying. 

M. Lougheur replied that the German delegates had categorically told 
them on the preceding day that there did not exist large docks at Dantzig. 
They had asked them whether those docks had not been sold. The Germans 
had replied that all sold docks figured on the lists furnished to the Allies. 

M, Gambon said that before the discussion was resumed by the GounciL 
it would be wise for each Government to investigate the veracity of the 
documents furnished by the Germans. 

M. Leygues said that the Armistice Gommission had already been asked 
to shed light upon the question of the Dantzig docks. 

M. Lougheur said that under those conditions all conversations between 
the Germans and themselves would actually be useless. The negotiations 
could only be resumed when they knew the opinion of the various Govern- 
ments, and when the information asked of the Armistice Gommission had 
been received. 

(The discussion was then adjourned.) 

(The meeting adjourned.) 


Appendix A to No. 42 

Mote from Marshal Foch to the Supreme Council on the 
Evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 

A.G.H.Ci., December 14^ igig. 

General Staff. 3rd Section. 

No. 5680. 

From information sent by General Niessel inclusive of December i ith, it appears 
that the evacuation of the Baltic provinces by the German troops may be considered 
as almost completed. 

At this date there were, in the Baltic States, only light contingents marching 
towards the German frontier and at about a day’s march from this frontier, as 
follows : 

5.000 men of the German Legion marching towards Tilsitt, 

6.000 men of the Iron Division marching towards Memel. 

All were to have crossed the boimdary by December 15th according to the 
agreements made by General Eberhardt. 

The German Delegation to the Baltic Gommission has, besides, asserted that all 
the German detachments or isolated men remaining in Latvia or Lithuania after 
this date would be considered as outlaws and thereby abandoned to the Letts and 
the Lithuanians. 

Once the evacuation is over, it remains for General Niessel to : 

Make the Germans deliver, according to the decision of the Supreme Council, 
the rolling-stock necessary for the functioning of the Latvian and Lithuanian rail- 
roads. 

Make sure that the Germans have strictly observed their agreements regarding 
the surrender of war material to Lithuania, as ransom for their free passage. 
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As for the penalties to be taken and the reparations due on account o: exactions 
of tne German troops :n occupied territcr • it has been telegraphed to Greneral 
XiessCi tnat he ^.'.as not empov/ered to necotiate in regard to them v/ithout suectal 
instructions from tr.e Supreme Council. 

may therefore ce considered the: General Xiesselb mission is almost com- 
pisieti, as far as the evacuation cc the Baltic Jt^ro^'inces is concerned. 


j. he Baltic Provinces thus being freed from ■Gfrv.co ic is In rice Entente's 

interest to maintain the solid rampart vchich they formLed asrainst . 

jt rom tnis standpoint; it is urgent to seme, as soon as nossible, the disasreement 
beU/.'cen Youdeniterfs Army and the Esthonian Government/' a disaireemeni 
^vh*cj2 ser*Oi-s*\ compromises the militaiy’ situation cn me ^ortn Easiem front and 
which the Bolsheviks are cleverly taking advantag-e of bv vigorous offensive actions. 

Xow the steps taken by the Allied Representatives, either on their ov/n initiative 
Oi. aci-crci*..Ag to tiie decision of tiie Supreme Council oi Zl^ecemner to obtain 
from the Esthonian Government the measures necessaiy* for the""' uu keen of 
Youdenitch's army, as an organized Russian force, have not been successful^ 

The Esthonian Government, so far, has given only dilatory replies: it has con- 
tinuahy delayed the date of its reply to the communication from tine Supreme 
Council. 

Detachments of the Xorth W estern Army penetrating on Esthonian territorv' 
therefore continue to be disarmed, dispersed, and the irremediable disintegration 
of this army will soon be completed. 

The time seems therefore to have come to act in a more efEcacious manner; to 
act, to try to find and to establish, between the Esthonian Government and 
Youdenitch*s Army, a community of views and means which are indispensable 
for the continuation of their joint action against Bolshevism. 

But the Allied and Associated Governments wdll not be able to cany’’ out such 
an understanding, practically, except by the intermediaiy’ of qualified representa- 
tive, who can judge the situation on the spot, who can bring about the necessary 
‘rapprochements’, and equipped with powers which will enable him to negotiate 
directly with the Esthonian Government and General Youdenitch according to 
the general sense of the instructions already sent by the Supreme Council. 

General Niessel, wEose qualities of force and decision have asserted themselves 
in the settling of a delicate question, will soon be in a position to fulfil this new 
mission. 


Appendix C to No. 42 

Telegram received from Colonel Haskell^ December /, 1919 

An agreement has been signed betw^een the Armenians and Tartars by Premiers 
Khatissian (Armenia) and UssebbekofF (Azerbaidjan). 

The Agreement provides : 

(1) The Governments pledge themselves to stop the present hostilities and not 
to resort again to force of arms, 

(2) They agree to open roads into Zangazour to peaceful traffic, 

(3) All controversies, including borders, are to be settled by peaceful agree- 

® See No. 33, minute 3 and appendix E. 

^ Apparently in error for December i : see No. 33, minute 3. 
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mentj or, failing this, are to be left to a neutral party as arbitrator, said party to be 
the High Commissioner. 

(4) An International Conference was called to discuss all questions causing 
dispute or friction, the delegates being given full authority to settle same by agree- 
ment or arbitration. 

(5) Agreements effective as of dates on which they are signed. 

In view of above developments believe peace can be kept in the Caucasus if the 
menace of military operations against Transcaucasia by volunteer army^o is re- 
moved. 

Denikin has recalled his Missions from both Georgia and Azerbaidjan. The 
possibility of his attacking Azerbaidjan through Daghestan virtually forces Azer- 
baidjan to seek Turkish aid. It is recommended, if it is believed advisable, after 
considering this matter from other standpoints, that the Peace Conference define 
the boundaries of Denikin’s activities with reference to the Caucasus, at least until 
the final decision of the Caucasus question is reached. The limits recommended 
to such activities should follow those previously described by the British, namely; 
from the Caspian Sea five miles south of Petrovsk, west to the border of Daghestan 
thence following the boundaries of the former Russian Governments Terek-Kouban 
and Mekadir River to the Black Sea at Gagri Gate Legate [sic]. 

Haskell. 


Appendix E to No. 42 

Memorandum from the General Secretariat on the conditions under which the German 
warships must be delivered to the Allies 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 4. 

December igig, 

1. Article 185 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany prescribes that within a 
delay of two months from the coining into force of the Treaty, 8 battleships, 8 light 
cruisers, 42 destroyers and 50 torpedo-boats shall be surrendered to the Allied and 
Associated Powers in the Allied ports to be indicated by the said Powers. 

These warships shall be disarmed as prescribed in Article XXIII of the Armistice 
of November ii, igi8, and they must have all their guns on board. 

2. The Interallied Naval Commission determined, December 4, 1918, the 
conditions of disarming to be the following: 

All the essential parts of the artillery and the ‘appareils de reglage de tir’, 
munitions and explosives, war materi^ and spare parts, torpedoes, wireless 
apparatus, &;c., shall be landed. 

3. The above measures, taken with regard to the warships brought to Scapa 
Flow and to those remaining in German ports, were measures of precaution. 

They have been maintained in regard to the warships figuring in Article 185 
of the Treaty, and in regard to the 5 light cruisers which are to be surrendered 
according to the Protocol of November i, 1919, because these ships are to be 
brought to Allied ports by German crews, 

4-^ In order to leave Germany only the material and munitions necessary for 
arming the number of battleships determined by the Treaty, Article 192 prescribes 

The army of GJeneral Denikin. 
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zLs.1 aii tr;e material in exces-s of these q-Liar-tides shali be s’jrrer.dered to the 
Prirxipaj ALied and A.ss Pot.'ers and is tc be irsbf’: !a'^ Tindend u£t:l€^z. 

In tbh material, tber&tai'f, rrd^ht be b*;:r_.ded that taken on the ships as vr 
r* and nov' depc-lted in the arsenah. a rre.isnre is inexplinabie, 

■^ranted the dechiens taken recently by the Snnrerne Ccnncil on Xovsmber aSth 
and anth antinorizini' each ?cv,er to d:£nt5e as i: sees h: cf the ncaterial and ships 
tdtich it is tc break np.‘* 

Still less -astifiable is this measure in rerrard to the Idsht cruisers and destrcvers 


s.nce ana i 


•men tney may incorporate in their fleets. I: deprived 
of the material described above, diese ships are useless from a military noin: of’-vdet". 

5. For this reason i: is proposed; 

u tnat one materia* landed trom me snips surrenaered or to be suiTendered bv 
Germany be delivered in the same place as the ships from vdnich i: v.'as taken: 

\b that this material be selected at the request of the interested Pov/ers, bv the 
Interallied Naval Commission of Control : 

tliat only such arms, munitions and v.-ar material as remain '\dthin the hands 
of the German Government, in excess, after delivery of the material indicated 
under ‘a’ and ‘b’ be broken up or rendered useless. 

See No. 31, minute : and No. 32, minute i. 


No. 43 

H. D. 1 14.] ^oies of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the 
Fire Great Poweis^ held at AI. Pichords Room^ Saturday^ December 20 ^ 

W9y 3 P-^- 

Present; b^iS'.A.; Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretariat, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir E>Te Crowe; secretabiat, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M Clemenceau; secretariat, M. Dutasta, M. Bertheiot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: \L de Ivlartino; secretariat, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretariat, M. Kawai. 

Joint SegretarLat: U.S,A.: Captain B. Winthrop. British Empire: 

Captain Lothian Small. France: M. Massigii. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The foilo^ving were also present for items in w^hich they were concerned. 

US.Ar. Mr. Rathbone. 

Great Britain: Captain Fuller, Cdt. [sic] Alacnamara, Mr. Malkin. 
France : M. Leygues, Admiral Le Vavasseur, M. Fromageot, M. Cheysson, 
M. Laroche, M. de MontiUe, M. Escoffier. 

Italy: M. Ricci-Busatti, C. Admiral Grassi, Cdt. Fea, M. Bianchi. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka, Cdt. Osumi. 

I . Sir Eyre Crowe said that, with regard to the Scapa Flow question, he had 

not yet received general instructions from his Govem- 
Competuation claimed by mgnt. In fact, he had only received instructions on two 

fiomTclr^Lm- f repa^ate prisoners 

merit for the Scapa How ^0"^ ^capa Flow as soon as the Germans had signed the 
affair protocol; 2, on the other hand, his Government was 

opposed to any modification whatsoever of the protocol 
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with regard to the surrender of the five light cruisers. To agree to the 
German claim would, as a matter of fact, be contrary to the stipulations of 
the Treaty, and they were of opinion that no modification could be made to 
the Treaty without the assent of all the signatory Powers, a course which 
obviously would carry them too far. He was still waiting, as he had already 
mentioned, for the instructions of his Government regarding the other 
questions. They had, on the other hand, received a note from the French 
Delegation on the question of the five light cruisers, which they had not yet 
had time to examine but which would entjul a modification of the protocol. 

M. Leygues said that the French Delegation had indeed envisaged a 
different solution from that which had been originally proposed. It would 
be advantageous to accept in part the Germans’ request imder the following 
conditions : they would begin by taking deliver)' of the five light cruisers of 
the Graudenz type which they had demanded from the Germans according 
to the terms of the protocol. They would, however, exchange those cruisers 
for new cruisers under construction as they were completed. That would 
involve no change in the principle laid down in the protocol. But they would 
get material advantages in this way, that if they only left to the Germans old 
cruisers which would very shortly be twenty years old, Germany would be 
free, according to the terms of the Treaty, to build new ones as soon as the 
20-year period had been reached. With the solution they proposed, on the 
contrary, the Germans would not be able to build new warships for eleven 
years and their naval forces would be diminished accordingly. They were, 
therefore, of the opinion that their proposal was advantageous, not only for 
France and Italy, but in a general way for all the Allies. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he fully admitted the force of the arguments 
made by the Minister of Marine, but the fact remained that his solution 
implied a modification of the Treaty, which the British Government would 
not deem possible except with the assent of all the signatories. 

M. Leygues replied that Sir Eyre Crowe’s remark was quite correct, but 
tliey should not conceal the fact that the situation created by the Treaty 
was abnormal and illogical. They were obliging the Germans to destroy 
their existing ships, and inside of a year they still might build new ones, 
certainly a paradoxical situation. 

M. Clemenceau agreed, but said that they were confironted by the Treaty, 
and the British Government was opposed to any modification of the Treaty. 
It therefore seemed to him necessary to await, in order to discuss the Scapa 
Flow question in its entirety, until Sir Eyre Crowe received firom London the 
general instructions he was expecting. 

(The discussion was adjourned.) 


2. M. Clemenceau stated that they were not ready to draft a I'eply to the 
D . .z. ^ »/• . G-erman Note until they had agreed on the questions 

of December 14^ ° which were Still pending, such as the Scapa Flow affair. 

He therefore proposed to adjourn the discussion. 

Mr. Wallace then stated that at the meeting of the Council last Tuesday 
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he had been asked by the President whether he would sign the protocol on 
behalf of the United States.* He undertook to obtain the views of kis Govern- 
ment in the matter, and he had now tc say that he had receh’ed instructions 
that the United States could not be a signatcn: tc the protocol. 

He said it %vould be recalled that at the same meeting of the Council a 
draft of a declaration to Chancellor Renner was presented and approved by 
his colleagues. At the same time he informed the Council of his instructisons 
and made ii quite clear that he would refer such matters tc his Government. 
The declaration in question was communicated to Chancellor Renner the 
day follo'iving the meeting, that ’^vas to say, last ^^'ednesday. and he informed 
his Government to that effect. In reply, he had been informed that in view 
of the existing circumstances the Government of the United States was not 
in a position to take any action -whatever, on account of the fact that the 
Austrian Trea.t\’ Lad not been presented to the United Stares Senate. 

He said that, in this connection, and in order to make riis position quite 
clear, he had been instructed to state that in view of the fact that ris partici- 
pation in the deliberations of the Council %vas merely one of an observer, it 
could not be presumed that the United States was a parrv- to any action, 
declaration, or resolution of the Council unless the Government of the United 
States expressly declared its consent thereto. 

M. Berthelot remarked that the situation did not present itself in the 


same manner in the two cases referred to by Mr. Wallace. As a matter or 
fact, the protocol had been signed by Mr. Poli on November ist. No 
American signature was any longer necessaiy^ if the text of the protocol was 
not modified, and the signature of the Germans was the only one required. 

Mr. Wallace said that M. Clemenceau had asked him on the preceding 


Tuesday whether he would be in a position to sign the protocol. He therefore 
assumed that the protocol w’ould be modified, and consequently that new 
signatures would be necessary; and that is why he had asked for the instruc- 
tions, the sense of which he had just communicated to the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that no member of the Council had yet signed 


the protocol. What had been signed was the note submitting to the Germans 
the draft protocol. He did not believe that that would do away with the 
signing [? of] the protocol itself, even in the case where no modifications 
were adopted. 

M. Fromageot said that it did not seem necessary that the protocol should 
bear the signatures of the Allied Representatives. If they referred to pre- 
cedents they found that the declaration relative to the non-application of 
Article 6i of the German Constitution had only been signed by the German 
Representative. The delegates of the Allied Powers had simply witnessed Ae 
fact of the German signature. There was only in the protocol the question 
of a unilateral agreement which Germany should undertake. Therefore 
Germany’s signature was the only one required. The Allied Representatives, 
or some of them, might, however, witness the fact that the signature had been 


given. 


I See No. 40, minute 2. 
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Sir Eyre Cro\v"e asked whether the protocol presented itself in such a form 
that the procedure suggested by M. Fromageot would be applicable. 

M. Fromageot said that it certainly did. It would only be necessary’ to 
omit the word ‘protocor and to replace it by the term declaration’, or some 
analogous expression. 

Clemexceau said that as far as the declaration made to Chancellor 
Renner was concerned, Mr. Wallace was not authorized by his Government 
to subscribe to it at this time. On the other hand he did not believe that they 
should foresee any difficulty on the part of Austria, who had no interest in 
raising doubts on the validity" of their declaration. As a matter of fact, the 
American Government had only declared war on Austria very late. They all 
understood the present difficulties of the situation in America- and they 
naturally did not vdsh to do anything which might increase those difficulties. 
On the other hand, however, they had brought to a satisfactory'- conclusion 
the important questions which had been submitted to them. They could 
therefore only take note of the American Ambassador’s.declaration and cariy” 
on the discussion in order to arrive either at a general signature, for it was 
likely that the situation might change in America, or to another solution 
which they would have to envisage at the proper time, 

]Mr. Wallace said he would be glad to act as soon as he received instruc- 
tions allowing him to do so, and he hoped that it would not be long before he 
recei\"ed satisfactory^ instructions. 

AI. Clemexgeau remarked that as a matter of fact the declaration made to 
Mr. Renner did not necessitate the signatures of all the delegates; it had 
sufficed that he, as President of the Conference, sign the note by which that 
declaration had been communicated to the Chancellor. 

3. M. Fromageot read and commented upon the note of the Drafting Com- 
mittee as shown in Appendix A. 

(hnthtions under which Eyre Crowe said that he had listened with much 

should be surrendered pleasure to the mgemous and subtle arguments of 
M. Fromageot. It had, however, seemed to him that 
the latter must admit that those arguments were more ingenious than con- 
vincing. Besides, their enemies could themselves also show ingenuity, and 
he considered it would be dangerous for them to start a controversy, the 
result of w^hich would be doubtful. If they were to teU the Germans that 
Article 192 did not apply to the material disembarked in execution of the 
Armistice they would be giving them a pretext which they would not fail 
to grasp to avoid proceeding with the destruction of that material. The 
literal sense of Articles 185 and 192 seemed to him to be that the material 
which was disembarked should be destroyed under the same conditions as 
all the w-ar material remaining in Germany. While he did not object to 
the grounds underlpng M. Fromageot’s argument, he yet did not wish 
to do anything w’hich implied a modification of the Treaty. Even sup- 

* Strong opposition to the ratification of the Treaty of Versailles had developed in the 
Senate of the United States. 
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posing that M. Fromageot’s argument could triumph, it would not be for the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers to make good a lacuna in the Treat}". 

It ^vould be necessary to get the consent of all the signatory Powers. There- 
fore, he thought it ^Yiser to adhere to the most natural interpretation of the 
Treaty, notwithstanding the slight inconveniences which might be attached 
thereto and not to set out upon a course that dangerous and fall of pit- 
fails. He would add that the arguments w'hich he had just put forward did 
not apply to the case of the five cruisers referred to in the protocol. As a 
matter of fact, the Treaty was not invoived in that case and it v;ouId be 
sufficient to change a few words in the protocol in order to obtain the desired 
result. 

M. Clemenceau said that they should be careful not to touch the protocol; 
the discussion which had just taken place should incline them to great 
prudence in that respect. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether certain changes \Yould not be indis- 
pensable in any event, considering they had already decided that they would 
grant certain concessions to the Germans. If they did not modify the protocol 
it would be necessary, at the very least, to ha\^e it followed by an interpre- 
tative note. 

M. DE ^Lyrtino admitted that it would be dangerous to modify the 
Treaty' in any fashion whatsoever. But as it was only a question of interpre- 
tation, could they not sound the Germans to find out if they would not con- 
sent to surrender that material, a course which would avoid them the trouble 
and expense of destroying it? As soon as the exchange of ratifications had 
taken place, the Commission of Control might be asked to give the Germans 
their interpretation of Articles 185 and 192. 

M. Glemengeau remarked that in any case they were entitled to demand 
that the breeches of guns be put back in place as the Treaty provided that 
the warships to be delivered should have their complete artillery on board. 

Admiral Le Vavasseur said that it would likewise be important to have 
the material other than artillery, especially in the case of the destroyers, 
torpedoes and torpedo tubes. 

M. Glemengeau agreed, but remarked that they were confronted by the 
Treaty; they could not run counter to its stipulations. He thought, however, 
that they might propose to the Germans the interpretation suggested by 
M. Fromageot without, however, insisting if the Germans should refuse to 
accept it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said if they proposed that interpretation, it was to be 
feared that the Germans would immediately accept it, and that they would 
avail themselves of it so as not to destroy any of the material which had been 
disembarked. If they were to give the Germans the example of inteipreting 
the terms of the Treaty in a way not strictly impartial^ they would be exposed 
to endless chicane on the part of the Germans. 

M. Fromageot said that they might ask the Germans to surrender the 
toipedoes and torpedo tubes without furnishing any explanation. They could 
always wait and see whether the Germans accepted their demand. 
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M. Glemenceau inquired whether the term ‘^complete artillery’ did not 
also imply the surrender of munitions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the English text had the word ‘guns’ which 
did not seem to admit of such a broad interpretation. 

M. Glemenceau said that they might anyhow try to obtain the accessory 
material, such as torpedoes, etc. If they met with a refusal there would 
always be time to take counsel. 

Mr. Wallace inquired whether a verbal communication would be made, 
or a written note. 

M. Glemenceau replied that a verbal communication would suffice. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the Germans would be asked verbally to deliver the warships 

which they were to surrender according to the terms of the Treaty 
and w'hich were not meant to be destroyed, not only with all their 
artillery, but also with their munitions and accessory material, such 
as torpedoes, torpedo tubes, etc. 

(2) that that demand, however, should not be made a condition sine qua 

non of the exchange of ratifications. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
instructions of his Government* 

4. M. Fromageot read and commented upon the report of the Organization 

Gommission of Mixed Tribunals and also the reply of the 

List of guilty Germans, Drafting Committee to certain questions put by that 
presented by the Polish ^ ^ ^ • j • a -on 

Delegation Commission (the two papers contained in Appendix B). 

He added that the question submitted to the Drafting 

Committee had some rather difficult aspects because acts involving violations 

of the laws of war could hardly have been committed on Polish territory in 

the course of hostilities, taking into account the fact that there had then been 

no organized and recognized Polish Army, and that Poland had not yet 

existed as a State. It would, however, seem unjust to reply to Poland’s 

request by an absolute refusal. It seemed that there might be grounds for 

giving different solutions according to the cases presented, and that the 

question was above all one of concrete fact. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that his legal experts had told him that that 
question presented certain difficulties which were technical but of consider- 
able importance. On the British side, the question had been more especially 
examined by Sir Ernest Pollock.^ As the French and Belgian representatives 
on the Organization Gommission of Mixed Tribunals, that is to say, M. Ig- 
nace and M. Rolin-Jacquemyns, were going to London, where they would 
meet Sir Ernest Pollock, he proposed to adjourn the discussion on that subject 
until they knew the results of the interviews that would have taken place. 

It was decided: 

To adjourn the discussion of questions raised by the Polish request 

relative to German subjects guilty of violating the laws and customs of 

3 Solicitor-General. 
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-A-ar until they knrj-v' ihe re-ultf of the 

]SI. Ignaee aiid. !M. IFtOlin-J a-C'^rjem’^.Ti.* v.'«'*r‘=‘ t '• ha.";' 


c- :n L:..n ion on the -u 
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Az:oc:QUd Xatk^-zls, 
rS.dirs of hank r.otts 
issued 3> the Soikdst 
Hungarian Gozern T,en* 


Insertion in the Hun- 
garian Treaty of Clauses 
relatke to certain rail- 
roads of common interest 
to Hungary and ,'a\ 
Serh-Croat-Slovene State 
Lb> Roumania 


Drintec 


7. M. Berthelot read and commemed upon :h.e note of the French Lele-^a- 

tion as shotvii in Appendix F. 

Diplomatic Represen Eyre Cro\vs said that he quite agreed that scrae- 

Yienna tiling should be done to prevent Germany irom ha^'^ing 

a predominant diplomatic situation at Vienna: he 
thought it inadvisable, however, for the Allies to address themselves direcdy 
to Germany, all the more so as Article 80 of the Treaty of Versailles did not 
seem to offer very strong grounds for action. He would prefer to use the 
second method suggested by the note before them, and to approach ihe 
Austrian Chancellor on the matter. If they considered the very favourable 
frame of mind actually eviaced by him for the Allies, it was hardly likely ihat 
they would meet with a refusal. 

Mr. ^Vallage said that he would refer that question to his Government 
and w’ould advise it of the resolution which seemed to be preferred fay the 
Council; he would ask his Government to concur therein. 

It was decided : 

That the Chancellor of the Austrian Republic be advised that the Allied 
and Associated Governments would not view 'vvith approbation the sending 
by Germany to Vienna of a diplomatic representative having the rank of 
ambassador. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to ^Vashington for 
instructions of his Government. 

8. M. Berthelot said that he had had an interview with General Weygand 

on the questions raised by the transportation of the 
Tr^port^ion of troops troops charged with the occupation of the plebis- 

of Germany regions m Germany. Certain matenal dimcuities 

might arise by reason of the holiday period which 'was 

* The Supreme Council adopted drafts for the third paragraph of article 302, and article 
303 of the Treaty of Trianon. 
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before them. General Weygand thought that in case the ratifications were 
exchanged on the following Tuesday or Wednesday's there would be grounds 
to specify that the measures of execution would only begin on January 5th. 
Such a solution would allow them to reach the time when the British troops 
could themselves be transported; that, according to the information in their 
hands, would not take place before approximately January 15. 

M. DE Martino inquired whether the transportation of British troops 
would be completed shortly after January 15th. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the difficulty arose from the fact that they 
could not send the troops raised by conscription who would have to be 
relieved practically at once. They would have to have recourse to forces 
made up of volunteers, and these would not be ready for transportation until 
about January 15th. They might perhaps be able nevertheless to send off 
their advance guards a little sooner. It would be sufficient for the British 
contingents to be transported amongst the last. 

The meeting then adjourned. 


Appendix A to No. 43 

Note from the Drafting Committee to the Supreme Council on the Conditions for the 

Surrender of German Warships 

1. The text of article 185 seems to provide that the ships shall be delivered in a 
state of disarmament, according to Article XXIII of the Armistice, with exception 
of the guns which must all be on board. 

It was in this state that they were first supposed to be sunk^ a provision which was 
afterwards replaced by surrender. Nothing was then said, and nothing has since 
been said, concerning the material which has been disembarked. 

2. All the material, besides the artillery, disembarked from the ships to be 
surrendered, appears as being part of the material referred to in Article 192 as 
material ‘actually in the hands of the German Government’ and in this respect to 
be surrendered to be broken up. 

3. Nevertheless, in case that the Allied and Associated Powers should agree 
with Germany that, besides the ships to be surrendered in a state of disarmament, 
according to Article 185, the material which was aboard should also be surrendered, 
such a special agreement might be considered. 

Certain members of the Drafting Committee are of the opinion that such an 
agreement would be facilitated by the foUowdng arguments : Article 185 in speaking 
of material in the hands of Germany, to be surrendered for breaking up, does not 
refer to the material disembarked according to the provisions of the Armistice, 
remaining under the supervision of the Allied and Associated Powers as provided 
by Article XXIII of the Armistice. The text provides nothing in regard to this 
material and there is, therefore, an omission which, by mutual agreement, it is 
desirable to complete. 

December jp, igig. 


5 December 23 or 24, 1919. 
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Organization Com:mission of Mixed Tribunals 'aud of c: Liii- 

rj7. 

The list of German nationals demanded bv Poland includes : names/’ 

' "j 

The Polish Gkjvemment asks to bring before its tribunals, and eventually before 
mixed tribunals, German nationals guilty of \iD:ations ci tne ^avrs ann customs cf 
war, these violations having been committed since the time that the terriior}' '.\'h::h 
was to become Polish was the theatre of atrocides and exactions Aug^isc miu » 
unul a time later than the Armistice {sometime in 1919“ . 

The Polish Delegation remarks that the cases maintained by it refer only 10 acts 
'committed on territory formerly Polish-Russian, excluding \dolations committed on 
the territories formerly Polish-Austrian or Polish-German. 

From what date on is the Polish Government entitled to claim German nationals 
for prosecution before its military tribunals? 

The Organization Commission of Mixed Tribunals (and of revision of lists) did 
not consider itself able to determine this date and has the honour of asking the 
Supreme Council to take a decision in this respect. 

The Polish Army was recognized as belligerent by the great Powers in September- 
October, 1918. (Recognition by France, September 28, 1918; by England, 
October 1 1, 1918,- by Italy, October 12, 1918; by the United States of America, 
November i, 1918). 

If this date of September-October were maintained, Poland would, in reality, 
be able to claim veiy^ few Germans. 

She would have still less if the date when Poland was recognized as an autono- 
mous state were considered. In spite of the participation of Polish Delegates at the 
Peace Conference, it remains nevertheless that Germany only recognized Poland 
by the signature of the Treaty of Versailles, June 28, 1919, and the Allies can only 
oppose to Germany the date of ratification of the above Treaty (July 10, 1919} if 
Germany does not contend that the Treaty is not yet in effect. 

On the other hand, the Organization Commission of Mixed Tribunals is of the 
opinion that the Supreme Council could act in accordance with the spirit of the 
drafting of Articles 228 and 229 of the Treaty of Versailles. The object which is 
proposed by this Treaty is to punish crimes committed in violation of laws and 
customs of war. 

The doctrine of the Commission may be summarized as follow’s : 

‘The basis of the Allies' action is the prosecution of crimes which are not 

excusable because of demands of a military nature. Whatever is true in mis 

regard of belligerent countries is equally true in regard to countries which. 

Note in original: *The Polish Delegation states that this list has been reduced 

579 


6 



although they may not have been in war, have been the victims of atrocities 
committed by Germans. The horrors that took place in Poland wounds [jir] 
every human sentiment, and, from the standpoint of penalties to be imposed, 
these cases should be considered as having been committed in the course of a 
period of war.’ 

It may also be advanced that at the time when these crimes were committed the 
accused were subject to the decisions of the German, Austrian and Russian military 
tribunals because of the nationality of the victims and of the territory where they 
were committed. 

Finally, it should be borne in mind that the case of Poles in Germany will be the 
same as that of Gzecho-Slovaks in Austria, Roumanians in Hungary, Yugo-Slavs 
in Austria-Hungary. 

As memorandum and for reference, certain dates are given below, which in 
regard to Poland, may eventually be taken as a starting point for the incriminations : 

(1) Decree (French) creating an autonomous Polish Army in France on the 
date of June 4, 1919 [sic]; 

(2) Recognition of the Polish National Committee. (By France, June 20, 1917; 
by England, October 15, 1917; by Italy, October 30, 1917; by the United States of 
America, December i, 1917.) 

(3) Decree (French) organizing the military justice of the Polish Army. 

(4) Recognition of the Polish Army as autonomous Allied and belligerent Army, 
September-October, 1918. 


Document 2 

Reply of the Drafting Committee 

December 18^ jgig. 

To the question asked by the Organization Commission of the Mixed Tribunals, 
i.e. ‘From what date on is the Polish Government justified in claiming, for judg- 
ment by its own military tribunals, German nationals?’ the Drafting Committee 
makes the following reply: 

From August 2, 1914, on condition that it is a question of violations of the laws 
and customs of war which injures a person classed as a Polish national according 
to the Treaty. 

The question as to whether the charges constitute a violation of the laws and 
customs of war or not, is a question to be decided according to the circumstances of 
the matter and £:om the standpoint of the law of nations. 

Appendix F to No. 43. 

From: French Delegation — ^regarding Diplomatic Representation of Germany at 
Vienna. 

To : The Supreme Council. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have shown their intention of being repre- 
sented at Vienna by agents having the rank and quality of ministers plenipotentiary. 
The new Austrian State has not the importance which would justify the sending of 
ambassadors, which would be, besides, discourteous to the new Allied States who 
are all much more populated than Austria. 
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According to concurring :nfcrrno::-cn, tice l-^-rr:..:- G 
send an Ambassador to ’'.’ienna. Its rt‘t:r'?:tnta*i'-'!‘ ' '.t n 
preponderant innuence. and the reoreisoto::"':-! tho A 
Pov.'ers '’.’culd. in a "/ray. be relegated to atanh in-'.rnnatidie 
Governments. 




The object v/hich the German Government ioa* in vi-r. . io e'ddent. i he aic in the 
presence of a manesmme v/hich is contrary’ to the tbjet: :: Amti:-r " : tr.e Treatv 
of Versailles, tvhich is on!}* in appearance resoected b Gerctarv hot ■ 'idth is 
\iolared in spirit. To admit that the representatives o: Gerntam’ shtuii 

be in a special position above all 'ivotild be to rive a tacit assent :o the annenathn.st 
propaganda and to favour a characterized tentative against .Austria's ir.de tender., :r. 
The xAJIied and Associated Po^vers are, therefore, justhded in cocodna t.ae reailza- 
tion of this plan. 

In order to arrive at this, two procedures may be ernpioyed at the same time; 
First, a note should be sent to the German Delegation at the Crnference t:^ irubrm 
it that the .Allied and Associated Governments have been advised c: the German 
Government’s intention to maintain an embass}* at \henna. That thev fee: bcund 
to inform it that they will only have legations, and that under these conditions the 
presence of an embassy from Germany would be mterpreted as being contrurv to- 
the spirit of .Article 8o of the Treat\’ of A’ersailles, and of a nature to create dim- 
cuities in the relations between Germany and the .Allied and .Associated ?c".:ers: 
that the latter, consequently, would wish to receive from the German Government 
the assurance that it would be represented at Vienna by an agent who would not 
have rank superior to minister plenipotentiaiy- and who should be accredited as 
such. 

Second, Chancellor Renner should be ad\ised by a note transmitted to the 
Austrian Delegation of the communication sent to the German Government. He 
should also be told that the Allied and Associated Governments will not send any 
ministers to \henna if the German Government is represented by an ambassador. 
The Austrian Government could, in this way, fail back on this conception to refuse 
to recognize a German ambassador.'^' 

7 Appended to this note in the original was the text of article 8 o of the TreaW of \"er- 
saiiles. 


No. 44 

H.D. 1 15.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers y held in M. Pichon's Roomy Quai d^Orsajy Paris y on Monday y 
December 22y 1919, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present; U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, !M. Amavon, M. de 
Saint Quentin, 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kaw"ai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Winthrop. Great Britain: Captain 
Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned ; 

U.S,A , : Mr. Rathbone. 

Great Britain: Gapt. Fuller, R.N., Gdt. \sic\ Macnamara, R.N. 
Mr. Malkin, General Mance. * 

France: M. Leygues, M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, Gen’l Le Rond 
G. Amiral Le Va[va]sseur, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: M. Ricci-Busatti, G. Amiral Grassi, Gdt. Fea. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka, M. Osumi. 

I. M. Glemengeau suggested that before dealing with the agenda he would 
like to raise a question which he hoped would not cause any 
cTcif difficulty. The Council had decided some weeks previously 
to give a 25-years mandate to Poland for the administration of 
Eastern Galicia.^ That decision had occasioned lively protest in Poland, and 
the Polish representatives had insisted that the question should be examined 
anew. According to them a resolution of that nature would have a very 
favourable effect on public opinion, and to some extent, keep their army free 
from Bolshevist propaganda. On his visit to London he had interviewed 
Mr. Lloyd George on the question;^ later he had asked Sir Eyre Growe to 
request Mr. Lloyd George to be good enough to put before them a text which 
they could adopt; the English Prime Minister had proposed that very 
day the following formula: The decision recently taken at Paris, granting 
to Poland a mandate of 25 years over Eastern Galicia, ought to remain 
in suspense and be the subject of a new examination to be conducted 
later. ^ 

M. DE Martino approved the text, all the more for the reasons adduced 
by the Polish Delegation which seemed to him not without foundation. 

M. Matsui also approved of the proposal. 

It was decided: 

That the execution of the recent resolution which accorded to Poland 
a 25 -years mandate for Eastern Galicia should be suspended and that 
the question should be re-examined later. 


2. Sir Eyre Growe informed the Council that his Government was pressing 
Mandates Council to take a definite decision upon the mandates 

for former German colonies. The mandates were ready for 
South-East and South-West Africa, as also for the Pacific Islands; they could 
also be ready for Togoland and the Cameroons since the only litigious 
question had been settled, namely, the employment of native troops. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that that last question had not been completely 
settled, for Mr. Polk had stated that he must make a reservation on behalf of 
his Government and he (M. Clemenceau) anticipated no difficulty on the 
point, but agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe that the question ought to be put upon 
the agenda for an early meeting. 

^ See No. 28, minute i. 

* See No. 55, minute 1 1. 



3- Sir Eyre Crta’e was slad to L? :r. 5, tl-.v. di" *■-< •''■-r' 

„ . . ^ Cotincilofthe ooiricr. of G-'V-^ > 

; to tr: G^'r— . - , . X - w. -j. 

d:.: c.,.-'J. '.I- ' tE.e ’‘lew o: -„-.c maw-ri*” --f *--- Ct-~ 

S::ra Flou. hcidcr.' vjo^'cmnaer.t ccr.siaered it preorrabio ntt to rr.tdifv t?.o 
protocol but thought that it -.'-c u'.d be •.■•eli. nr'ertheloss. 
to settle some procedure for acquainting the Germans that w.nrtssitn^' w- 7 r^e 
possible. It had, for example, already''been established thr.t in the -hllies^ 
calculations there was an error of 80,000 tor.3 . Under th.: se cir to rr. ; ton -- ■-« the 
British Government believed that there were grounds Str redutinr the .'dh’ed 
demands from .^00,000 tons to 300.000 tons, the .Allied extte'*' ~5”i~ ~ r~r^^ 

among themselves the nature of the material to be handed over and ”the 
conditions of its delivery'. The protocol would then be signed bv the Germ^i 
alone and in its present form; at the same time the latter would be irubrmed 
that the Allies were ready to mahe such concessions a^ irere recognized bv 
their experts to be legitimate. 

M. Clemenceau asked whether Sir Eyre Crowe meant discussion benvsen 
.Allied experts alone or between those and the German e-xperts. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that he meant betsveen .Allied experts. 

AI. Leygues said that in those circumstances he accepted the Bncish nrc- 
position: the protocol to be signed as it stood but no note would be taken in 
the application of admitted errors. 

AI. Loucheur asked whether the British Government meant to accept the 
immediate delivery of the 300,000 tons or did it agree that a pan only of 
that material ought to be handed over, the remainder to be delivered 
later? 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained his Government was of the opinion that they 
should ask for immediate delivery. The second procedure, that namely 
which had in view the handing over of new docks constructed specially, 
presented, as a matter of fact, numerous disadvantages even from the point 
of view of reparations. It was preferable that the Germans should give at 
once what they could and afterwards set themselves to work in their own 
interest as well as in that of the Allies to supply the remainder. If the Allied 
demands were excessive it was for the Germans to furnish the proof; if that 
proof w'ere forthcoming they could [Pw'ould] have to take action correspond- 
ingly. The case was for that matter anticipated in a perfectly unambiguous 
phrase of the protocol. 

M. Leygues considered it certainly probable that a mistake in calculation 
had been made ; but it was the more necessary to have proof of it, since the 
Allied estimates had been founded upon German figures. 

M. Glemenceau asked to have matters made still clearer. Was he to write 
to the Germans that they maintained in principle the stipulations of the 
protocol but that the Council was ready to take into account any error that 
they might have made and reduce its demands in consequence? 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered that a question of procedure. In principle 
he did not think it necessary that the declaration be made in writing; but 
it was important that the Germans should know that in the event of their 



supplying proof of mistake in calculations the extent of their demands would 
be immediately diminished. 

M. Lougheur thought it necessary to be still more precise. The Germans 
claimed that there was a miscalculation of 160,000 tons in the Allies’ figures— 
over the Dantzig docks, and that other of 80,000 tons which, according to the 
Allied contention, existed at Hamburg and which was identical with that 
already appearing on the Allied statement as two docks — one of 37,000 tons 
and another of 43,000 tons. But the German experts pointed out further the 
existence of 60,000 to 80,000 tons of docks which did not appear upon the 
Allied estimates, the result being that the difference between the German 
and the Allied calculations made a total of 80,000 tons. Should they then 
say to the Germans that they would agree to a reduction of 160,000 tons, or 
only 80,000 tons, and admitting that they would reduce the demands by 
100,000 tons, were they going to specify that they already agreed to the 
reduction of 100,000 tons under reserve of verification of figures? Again, was 
Sir Eyre Crowe prepared to go further still? Apparently, the Germans were 
going to stock [stick] to the 192,000 tons which they had proposed. Were 
they agreed to go beyond that and demand 300,000 tons, or would they, on 
the contrary, agree to make ultimately a new concession upon that last 
figure? 

M. Glemenceau, looking at the matter from the point of view of procedure, 
preferred the method proposed by Sir Eyre Crowe. According to his in- 
fonnation the Germans were ready to sign, were indeed troubled at the delay 
that had intervened. He thought, therefore, that for the moment it would 
sufiSce to stick to Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal to maintain their demand, 
indicating to the Germans that they would be prepared ultimately to reduce 
them if error in their calculations were proved. If, in these conditions, the 
Germans did not agree to sign they could fall back upon the proposition of 
M. Loucheur and discuss figures, but he felt that there would be no real 
controversy, especially if at the time of handing over the note M. Dutasta 
made a verbal communication also. 

M. DE Martino believed, as he had indeed pointed out at a previous 
meeting, that at the actual moment they must before all else have the treaty 
come into force. To attain that essential end the means were comparatively 
unimportant. In those circumstances he associated himself with the proposi- 
tion which the President had just formulated. 

M. Matsui likewise gave his approval to the proposition. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that in the verbal co mmuni cation to be made 
to Baron von Lersner, M. Dutasta could perfectly well indicate that if an 
error of 80,000 tons in the calculations were definitely established the Allied 
demands would be reduced by the 100,000 tons. In that way the Germans 
would have complete reason for giving their signature. 

M. Glemenceau pointed out that the question of the immediate handing 
over of tonnage remained. Would they start by taking the 192,000 tons 
which the Germans offered, or would they await, before taking anything 
whatever, the definite establishment of the figures? 
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Sir Eyre Crov/e thoY^ht they "''-r" by delivery 

of vrhat had beeR aciually O'ifered. 

Z\l, Loucheyr suggested that there tvtuhh thercf::e. b-: grtuuds for 
in the verbal communication: Let the Germani sirn th; trotcctl :: stanf,": 
they stated, it *vas true, that in the Allied calculations there "V5:s ^.n errcr of 
80,000 tons; they would verify: if the German infcrrnaticn ’’vere ercact their 
demands would be reduced by 100,000 tens. Let the Germar*? then start 
at once the delivery’ of the 192,000 tons they had offered. If they shc^’/ed that 
the Allied demands were excessive the Allies v;auid reduce them tt the degree 
considered necessaiyu 

Sir Eyre Grow’e pointed out that such an afhrmaticn was, f:r that 
matter, already in their last note, but there were , grounds f cr inserting in their 
reply a paragraph maintaining that they did not recegnize arur sales that 
Germany had made. They undertook not to paralyse German economic life 
but that undertaking had another side, namely that Germany did net get rid 
of the docks she possesses. 

M. Lougkeur said he would go further: they ought to prthibit the 
Germans for a period of one or two years from selling any dock t .hatever: 
the concessions they were able to make now were net tor the purpose of 
allowing the Germans to sell any part of the material. 

M. Leygues thought that it was not necessary’ to insist too much in the 
verbal or written communication upon the possibility of further concessions. 
The Germans would take advantage of it; indeed, it was important to be on 
their guard against figures the Germans supplied. He would remind the 
Council that the Commissions of Control had discovered in German ports 
30 submarines more than they had declared. 

M. Glemenceau summarized. They were agreed upon the general lines 
of the reply and he thought the Council was unanimous in considering that 
they should be sent with the least possible delay. He would be unable him- 
self to be present at a meeting of the Council the following day: in these 
circumstances he proposed that the Heads of Delegations meet that evening 
at 7 o’clock in his cabinet to decide upon the terms of the note. 

(That proposition was adopted.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that the reply ought to take account of the position 
of the prisoners of Scapa Flow, as also of the question of the five cruisers. On 
the matter of the prisoners his Government made no difficulty about handing 
them over, it being understood that it should retain those who were guilty 
of a crime. 

M. Lougheur asked whether the destruction of the vessels w'ould be con- 
sidered a crime. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that obviously it would not. As for the cruisers, it was a 
case of maintaining purely and simply the demand formulated in the protocol. 

M. Leygues said that in order not to delay agreement he would not insist 
upon the proposition formulated by the French Delegation.^ He would, 
however, take the liberty of indicating that their proposition satisfied France 
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and Italy and in general all the Allies. By 1920, if they adhered to the pro- 
tocol and the terms of the Treaty, the Germans would have three cruisers that 
had reached the age limit and which, consequently, they would be entitled 
to replace. In 1923 they would have three more. The Allies were then going 
to oblige them to demolish at once ships which they had under construction 
and to let them build others immediately afterwards, since they were entitled 
to replace those cruisers which were left to them as soon as those had attained 
the age limit. That was a situation that seemed really to have very little 
justification. The other system would have been more satisfactory. The 
Germans would have handed over five cruisers. Just as the ships which were 
actually on the slips had been completed they would have handed over these 
to the Allies who could have given back to them in exchange the cruisers 
already surrendered. Now those last ships, by the terms of the Treaty, could 
only be replaced in eleven years. 

Sir Eyre Crowe perfectly recognized the force of the arguments developed 
by M. Leygues. It was none the less true that the adoption of his proposition 
would render a modification of the Treaty necessary — a very grave matter. 
Further, nothing obliged the Germans to replace immediately ships that had 
reached the age limit; they might very well wait some time before doing that. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that it was unnecessary to deal with that point 
in their reply since the German note made no mention of cruisers. 

M. Loucheur agreed but pointed out that the Germans had affirmed that 
their reply had been misinterpreted and that their intention from the begin- 
ning had been to ask for the non-surrender of the cruisers ; that was the reason 
for specifying in its letter that it refused this concession. 

Sir Eyre Crowte thought that it would be a good plan for the naval 
experts and the Drafting Committee to consult. 

M. Glemengeau summed up that it was understood that a meeting would 
take place at 4 o’clock to prepare the text and that that text would be pre- 
sented at the 7 o’clock meeting of the Heads of Delegations that night.^ 

^ In tele^am No. 1736 of December 23, 1919, to Lord Gurzon, Sir E. Crowe reported 
briefly of this latter meeting : ‘At meeting last night of Plenipotentiaries draft was approved 
of note to be addressed to German delegates by Monsieur Clemenceau in name of Supreme 
Council, and of heads of verbal statements to be made by Secretary General of Conference 
in handing them note.’ In despatch No. 2316 of even date Sir E. Crowe transmitted copies 
of these two documents to Lord Gurzon. The English text of the Allied note of December 22, 
19195 read as follows: 

'i- The Allied and Associated Powers have examined your letter of December 14th. 
They have noted with satisfaction that the German Government shares their views regard- 
ing the full application of all the provisions of the Treaty from the moment when it comes 
into force, in accordance with its final clause, whether or not it has been ratified by the 
Government of the United States. They take note of the admission by the German Govern- 
ment of the principle that they cannot any more than any of the other High-Contracting 
Parties, invoke the non-participation of the United States in the first deposit of ratifications 
as a ground for calling in question any stipulation of the Treaty. Any claim or reservation 
in this respect would, in fact, be contrary to the clearly expressed intentions of the Treaty 
itself. 

2. As regards the measures of coercion {moyens de garantie)^ to which the Allied and 
Associated Powers hope not to be obliged to have recourse, they are pleased to note that 
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■j" ^ vncZi X’^iQ rii'i.'Ci. iz.c ’'"z.ziii'*' ^f'Zi 

iiiiii iijfi ijnciT* 'Zicrrz^nzi z'^'‘’’"*Z'*zi *'^ji*' xr^'^ "i 

could only be examined tbe R.eooro::.:n C'Omrris^icn 
UonfDTprk^hy r/^=5Z. when that had been cr^nsdruted. nin t.'v. ahr^rtr^con'^^ r 
rKen:hi±6 nia:u^ cf force of the Treaty: the &rrtnhat::n* C^^hoee 

of the R^eparation Oomntisiicn a? rit tuthifted to ^rant 


Dsncnd c* zfiB S?''b- 
Crjai‘SyjZtT.e Dilegs- 


Tcp^raiicns 

their request. 


the German Government are duly ’.varned lhat vmihi a^ ^c-'^n a. r rai : h finih- lath- t-o 
an end will have been put to the employment of means crcn£r*:o a -.lute - ,;ar, :he 't=-hh 
measures contemplated by the Treaty wih. on tr.e 'u^ther hand, te ;*.r: .*./ anthh:-. a.-: .■ hf 
such other methods as are recognised by international la^v. 

‘3. With regard to that portion of the Protocol ;\h:rh dead -./ifn ''tmteniation :he 
sinking of the German warships at Scapa Flow the .Allied and .^irtiilated Pcweri. afr^r 
deliberation, judge that they must insist on the signature cf the Prate tol as it stands. 

‘4. The procedure for safeguarding the vital economic interests tf hermanv is exnlalned 
in the note of the Allied and Associated Powers dated December dth. :q:o- in ^drlzd i: h 
made clear that the Allied and Associated Powers arc nrepared tc reduce tneir demand zi 
40O5OOO tons of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredger= iii the event :: ’ ’.^t ca..je 
for such reductions being established. 

‘5. The Allied and Associated Powers ha’*e had it brought to their notit.'c that sale : 
certain German floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers ma> have recentlv taken 
place. They point out that, in view of the economic situation, as described by the Getntan 
delegation, no such sales wall be recognised by the Allied and .\ssociated Powers between 
3rd November, 1919, the date on which the contents of the Protocol were originally noiined 
to the German Government, and the date on which the compensation by Germany for the 
Scapa Flow incident, shall have been completed. 

‘6. The German delegates have made a verbal request not to surrender the 5 Light 
Cruisers detailed in the Protocol; and have proposed to complete and hand over 5 of the 
Light Cruisers now under construction in German dockyards, as and when each of them is 
completed. The German note of December 14th, 1919, does not include this demand. 
Moreover the terms of the Protocol must be adhered to just as they are since any modifica- 
tions would be contrary to the terms of the Treaty of Peace. 

‘As soon as the Protocol is signed, the Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to 
release the German officers and men interned in connexion with the Scapa Flow’ incident, 
with the exception of any who may be required to answer charges for war crimes.* 

The agreed heads for the verbal communication to be made by M. Dutasta to Baron 
von Lersner were as follows : 

‘i. M. Dutasta presents to the German Delegates the reply of the AUied and Associated 
Powers regarding the German Memoranda on the subject of compensation for the German 
action of sinking their warships at Scapa Flow. 

‘2. The Allied and Associated Powers are unable to accept any alteration to the Protocol 
of November ist and the note of December 8th. 

‘3. The protocol must be signed as it stands. 

‘4. At the same time M. Dutasta has been authorised by the Supreme Council to assure 
the German Delegation that the assurances contained in the note of December 8th, as 
regards the safeguarding of the vital economic interests of Germany, will be most carefully 
adhered to by the Inter-Allied Commission of Control and the Reparation Commission. 

‘5. The experts of the Allied and Associated Powers are disposed to think that part of their 
information, on which they based their demand for 400,000 tons of floating docks, floating 
cranes, tugs and dredgers, may have been incorrect in some particulars. 

‘In particular they think that they may have erred as r^ards the 8o,ooo-ton floating 
dock at Hamburg. 

‘If investigation by the Inter- Allied Commission of Control shows that this was indeed 
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Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether, in those circumstances, they had to 
change anything whatever in the Hungarian Treaty, what mattered most at 
the moment being contained therein. 

M. Loucheur replied that they had not- The Serbian demand concerned 
the Treaty with Germany and bore upon sums to be collected from Germany, 
for the Serbian Delegates considered that there would be very little to collect 
from Hungary. In the matter of Hungary, the Serbian demands concerned 
only the mines of Pecs. 

M. Fromageot: The Drafting Committee had been under the impression 
that the demand of the Serbian Delegation had in view the Treaty with 
Hungary, but he must acknowledge that they had never received a copy of 
any note on the subject. 

M. DE Martino, for his part, understood that it was a request for priority 
in regard to reparations due by Germany, and he felt obliged to say at once 
that the Italian representatives considered the demand to have slight justi- 
fication. 

Sir Eyre Crowe concluded that there was, therefore, nothing to prevent 
the Drafting Committee giving the Treaty with Hungary definite form. 

M. Loucheur added that the question of the mines of Pecs remained and 
that its text would be drafted within 24 to 48 hours. 


The Council had before it two draft letters prepared by the Organization 
Committee of the Reparation Commission. (See Ap- 
pendices A and B.^} 

M. Loucheur said that the drafts were unanimously 
approved by the Organization Committee of the Repara- 
tion Commission. 


Draft letters to the 
German Delegation on 
the subject of collection 
by Germany of custom 
duties in gold marks 


an error, the Allied and Associated Powers will be prepared to reduce their demands by a 
corresponding ratio, say roughly to 300,000 tons, or even still further if convincing evidence 
is produced for the necessity of reduction. But, the fullest facilities must be given to the 
competent representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers to make all investigation 
necessary for checking the German statements, before any reduction from the original 
demands of the protocol can be definitely admitted by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

‘6. With reference to the ultimate paragraph of the Memorandum containing the reply 
of the Allied and Associated Governments it is not considered that the sole act of the sinking 
of the German ships at Scapa Flow constitutes a war crime for which the punishment of 
individuals is demanded in accordance with Article No. 228 of the Peace Treaty.’ 

On the proposal of M. Glemenceau it was further agreed that M. Dutasta should not 
remit this latter document to Baron von Lersner, but that he should not refuse to approve 
and, if requested, initial a minute of his verbal communication if Baron von Lersner should 
have made one during the conversation. 

^ Not printed. Appendix A contained a draft letter to Baron von Lersner prepared in 
accordance with the decision of the Supreme Council on December 17, 1919: see No. 41, 
minute 2. This letter was in three paragraphs and communicated with only verbal varia- 
tion the three resolutions upon the matter adopted by the Supreme Council on December 9: 
see No. 39, minute 8. Appendix B contained a covering note from the Organizing Com- 
mittee of the Reparation Commission, dated December 20, 1919, enclosing a supplementary 
draft letter to Baron von Lersner which drew attention to the expression ‘in such a propor- 
tion as the Reparation Commission shall deem it to be a just equivalent to the depreciation 
of German currency’ : cf. resolution (i) of December 9. The supplementary draft observed 
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After a short rli-cussion it deo:iei t'/j ad^pt tb? "iraft At'tv-r- 
prepared by the Organization CorEniilte*^^ yv the H'^paration 
to be sent to the German Deiegation e-n-rernzng rfi:>;^::on of rnst'im 
duties in gold 


6. Sir Eyre Crowe stated ihat he had alreadv indicated the \'tr/ strong 
desire of the British Government to £':e raided the hv'ck- 

Rsstricticvs upon cjy- measures VvTich had been adopted to/- ards R-tantarda: 
merre zrzti Roumania . ^ - , , , ‘ - 

it felt, iiowever. unante to do so unti. Rcantarna nan re- 
plied to the uitimaram of the Supreme CounciL= 

M. DE Saint Quentin said that, in consideration of a decision taken a: a 
pre\ious meeting of the Supreme Council^ Ivl. Bertheict had called Genera! 
Goanda and indicated to him the importance that the Pcv/crs attached to 
recemng a prompt reply from the Roumanian Government: the Allied 
representative at Bucharest had been acquainted with this step to enable Hm 
on his side to act to the same end. 


M. Clemenceau said that, for his part, he 


must aamit na^ting t; 


lought, 


perhaps wrongly, that after the signatures of the Treaties by Roumarda the 
resumption of commercial relations presented no difEculdes and so far as 
France was concerned, he had authorized that resumption. Naturally, he 
would have no objection whatever to the British Goverrxment doing the 
same. From the legal point of view he recognized that Sir Eyre Crowe w'as 
perfectly right. 

M. DE Martino asked whether the President, therefore, w'as of the opinion 
that all Powers could resume commercial relations with Roumania, 

M. Glemengeau stated that that was his opinion. 


It w as decided : 

To authorize the resumption of commercial relations with Roumania ; 
That w'hatever has been the formula adopted, Sir. Wallace would refer 
the resolution to Washington for instructions from his Government. 


^Utter to Roumanian [Not printed]^ 

Delegation on the subject 
of an inventory of the 
rolling stock on the 
Roumanian Railways 

(The meeting then adjourned). 

that ‘it therefore becomes the duty of the Reparation Com^sion to establish the rules 
according to which this equivalence is to be calculated. Provisionally, and until the Repara- 
tion Commission informs you of what these rules are to be, Germany must take the steps 
necessary to ensure that the customs duties which she imposes arc not superior to pre-war 
customs duties, expressed in marks, calculated at the rate of exchange on the dollar, the 
date of collection’. 

* See No. 42, minute 2. , . , • 

« After a brief discussion the Supreme Council decided to address to &e Roumanian 
H flf g arinn in Paris the draft letter on this subject (appends D in original; subnutt^ 
by the British delegation at the instance of Sir F. Dent, Chairman of the Commission for 
the distribution of rolling-stock belonging to the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. In 
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a covering note from the British delegation, dated December 13, 1919 (appendix G in 
original), Mr. Norman explained that ‘this step has become necessary owing to the fact that 
so far no representative of Roumania has been present at the meetings of the Commission 
although at my request the Roumanian Government was invited, about a month ago, to 
choose this representative at once*. The letter to the Roumanian delegation stated in part; 
Tn order to facilitate the re-establishment of normal conditions in Central Europe, the 
Communications Section of the Supreme Economic Council have requested the countries 
of Central Exzrope, through its liaison officers, to have made an inventory of all their rail- 
roads belonging to the state or to private persons. This request, to which was joined a 
request for complementary details, was simultaneously communicated to the representa- 
tives at the Commission for the Distribution of Rolling Stock of the former Austro-Hun- 
garian Monarchy, but owing to the absence of the Roumanian Delegate it could not be 
brought to the attention of the Roumanian Government in this way. The proposed in- 
ventory was to take place Sunday, January 4, 1920, and the following Sundays every four 
weeks, these being the dates on which inventories should take place in France and Belgium, 
All the other countries have agreed to proceed with this inventory. 

‘The French representative of the Communications Section, however, has been advised 
by his Liaison Officer in Roumania that the Director of the Roumanian Railways did not 
believe he could proceed with this inventory without the authorization of his Government. 

‘Owing to the early date of the inventory, the Supreme Council begs the Roumanian 
Delegation at the Peace Conference to kindly telegraph its Government, dwelling on the 
advantages of the proposed inventory, the facilities which will thereby accompany exchanges 
at the frontier, and the repercussion on economic conditions of Central Europe, and re- 
questing it to authorize this inventory.’ 


No. 45 

H.D. 1 16.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichorCs Room^ Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Wednesday^ 
December 24^ 1919^ cit 10.30 a,m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M, de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: British Empire: Capt. Lothian Small. France: M. de 
Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Capt. Fuller, R.N., Cdt. [sic] Macnamara, R.N. 

France: M. Leygues, M. H. Simon, M. de Perotti, G.al Le Rond, M. 

Laroche, M. Hermitte. 

Italy: M. Dell’Abbadessa, M. Catastini. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 
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1. Sir Eyre Crowe recalled ixiat toe ^supreme courcii oacl rereni-y cecioeci 

, mpoi: the auocadcn to Pcland of a certair* :ai:R:cer of 
Grerman snips tor pchce purpcse?y Tne Bntisn Govern- 
mem asxed wr^ether that decision mic^ht noo lead to 
certain diiEcnities berween Germany and Pciand. the more esoeciolly as it 
was a case of g:\ing to that latter Power German vesseh aomalio" stadoned at 
Damzig. It was worth while considering in those ciroummances ^-/hether it 
were not preferable to give to Poland an equivalent number >:f A j:s:rAn ships. 
It was decided : 

To refer to the hsaval experts the qiiestion whether it were praeticaiie 
to substitute for the German ships destined to he *eiit P'jland 
policing her coasts an equivalent number of Austrian ships. 

2. Sir Eyre Crowe stated his opinion that the resolution on the condit: ons 

of surrender of German warships no: exa::l\* in 
J^ctifxahonof ^ ^ accord with the decision taken bv the Council a: its 

i8th December, meeting of iSth Decemoer. ^t vms necessarr to nis- 

H.D. 1132*' ’ tinguish between the case of the * 'ess els referred to in the 

Peace TreaW and the case cf the vessels dealt whh in me 
protocol. As the Ccuncu had decided to make no modincation in the proto : 3: 
it appeared to him that they ought to confine themselves in that matter tc 
purely unofficial dealings with the Germans. The resolution^ as actually 
formulated, maintained, on the contrary, that the Interallied Xaval Com- 
mission of Control was to take the steps necessary for hating the material of 
the five light cruisers, referred to in the protocol, delivered to the Allied and 
Associated Powers in the same places as the vessels themselves from w^hich it 
had been stripped. He thought that the resolution ought to be amended so 
as to indicate that an unofficial advance should be made to the Germans 
either through the Xaval Commission or through the Secretariat General. 

M, Leygues had no objection to the Germans being approached un- 
officially provided the desired result were obtained; that was merely a 
question of form to which he attached no importance. 

M. Clemengeau stated that he w^as equally of opinion that an unofficial 
step was preferable for the principal Powers had no right to act merely on 
their own account in the name of all the Powders who w’ere signatories of the 
Treaty. He woiild ask Sir Eyre Crowe to be good enough to bring to the 
following meeting of the Council the text in wTiting of the modification that 
he proposed. 

3. The Council had before it the account of two conversations that had taien 

place on the 23rd December between M. Dutasta and 
.\^U of2^ndDecemberto Appendix A.) 

e erman e ega urn Glemenceau said that when M. Dutasta had put 

before the Baron von Lersner the GounciPs last note, the German Delegate 
had at first appeared very disagreeably impressed. He had declared that he 

^ See No. 39, minute i and appendix B. ^ No. 42, minute 6. 

3 See No. 44, note 3. 
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Rectification of 
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would set out for Berlin that very day, accompanied by all the German 
experts. But in the afternoon he had come round and told M. Dutasta that 
he had changed his mind, that he would remain in Paris and content himself 
by sending to Germany only some of the experts from the German Delega- 
tion. Baron von Lersner had Likewise declared that he would advise his 
Government to institute immediately an inquiry into the tonnage actually 
existing in Germany. But if Baron von Lersner had in mind an inquiry made 
by the German Government alone, he did not think that the Council ought 
to agree to the procedure but that it must insist that the inquiry could only 
have value if it were made in co-operation with the Allied Naval representa- 
tives. 

M. Dutasta pointed out that von Lersner meant it in the latter sense. 

M. DE Martino emphasized that the Germans must be made to consent 
to the inquiry taking place only after signing. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that according to the opinion of his Naval experts 
a serious inquiry into the number of docks existing in Germany would require 
weeks to carry out. If they did not wish to delay indefinitely the coming into 
force of the Treaty, it would indeed be necessary to require the Germans to 
give their signature before any inquiry. 

M. Clemengeau thought that they ought to await the reply which the 
German Government would make to their last communication. When the 
Council had received that reply, they could let the German Government 
know that [? what] they demanded of them, the first demand of all being 
that they should sign the protocol, the inquiry having to be made later. He 
would be inclined not to publish their last note, the substance of which was 
already known to the public; publication of the exact text would run the 
risk of creating in Germany a disagreeable impression and consequently of 
delaying the signature. 

Mr. Wallace asked whether the German experts had all departed for 
Berlin. 

M. Dutasta explained that a certain number of them had gone but that 
some remained in Paris, He felt that he ought to explain further that von 
Lersner had declared that Germany could not in any case sign the protocol 
before agreement had been arrived at on the quantity of tonnage to be de- 
manded of her. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that that would involve a delay of a 
month. 

M. Dutasta said that Baron von Lersner had told him that [in] his 
opinion they could on the same day sign the agreement regarding tonnage, 
the protocol and the proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications. To hasten 
communication between the German Delegation and Berlin, he had thought 
it right to make representations to the P. T. T.-^ in order to have telegraphic 
wires with Germany which had been damaged by the storm^ immediately 
restored. 

♦ Abbreviation for Posies, Tildgraphes, et Telephones, the French postal administration. 

^ An Atlantic gale had been raging during the previous week. 
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M. Leyguss suggested that the InteraHied Nava' C-.ntHiisdon at Lcttdo.'t 
ought to be asked to hold itself in readiness tc leave a: anv “xntent ftr Ger- 
many in order to verifj- the figures supplied bv the Germans. 

M. Clemexceau felt that there v\'as no purp'tse in the Xa-al Commission 
leaving in a body. The presence of an English Admiral seemed to him ouite 
sufficient. 


Geemeo^ GE.'VG Stated ttiat ne resretten ha'.'znG to .eao'e t.**^ C^'Ur c"* 
^ , shortly as he had a meetine in the Chamher from t.rich 

Had *Mr. 'iVallaoe anv communi- 

of Xations 


League of Xations? 


cation to make on the subject of the Couvccavlon by the 
President of the United States of the first Council of tlte 


Mr. ‘Wallace said he would like to ask at what time President Wilson 
ought to convoke the first Council of the League of Xations. ^Vithout doubt 
that question depended upon the moment of signing the protocol. But he 
would like to know what interval after the date of the exchange of the rati- 
fications should elapse before the Council should be convoked. 

M. de XIartino pointed out that it had been decided that the Council 
of the League of Nations would be convoked on the first or second day after 
the exchange of ratifications. 

M. hfANTOtJX recalled that there had even been a document drafted which 
was to be sent in advance to the members of the League who were to take 
part in the Council.® 

M. Clemenceau asked whether that notification had been sent. 

Mr. Wallace thought that it had not. 

M. Dutasta explaiined that it was the Drafting Committee that had been 
entrusted with preparing the document; he w'ould discover whether it had 
been sent out or not. 

M. Clemenceau, having handed over the Presidency to M. Jules Gambon, 
left the Council. 


5. The Council had before it drafts of conventions relative to mandates to 
be attributed: 

Draft of Corwentions Empire for part of German East 

Africa. (Appendix B.) 

B. To Belgium for part of German East Afiica. 
(Appendix G.y 

G. To the British Empire (Union of South Africa) for German South West 
Africa. (Appendix I).)^ 


6 See No. iS, appendix D. 

7 Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis^ the same as xhat in appendix B. 
In particular the drafts for articles 9 and 10 of this mandate were identical with those of the 
mandate conferred upon the British Empire, and thus differed from the final text of articles 
9 and 10 of the mandate conferred upon Belgium under date of July 20, 1922. This mandate 
is printed in British and Foreign State Papers {1923)^ voL cxviii, pp. 879-83. 

8 Not printed. The preamble of this draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis^ the same as that 
in appendix B. Articles i and 2 of this draft read as follows 1 ‘ ( i ) The Principal Allied and 
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D. To the British Empire for the Island of Nauru. (Appendix E .)9 

E. To the British Empire (New Zealand) for German Samoa. (Appendix 

F. To the British Empire (Australia) for the German possessions in the 

Pacific, south of the equator other than Nauru and Samoa. (Ap- 
pendix G.)“ 

G. To Japan for German possessions in the Pacific Ocean north of the 

equator. (Appendix H.)^^ 

M. Gambon stated that the drafts before them were simply the resolutions 
arrived at by the Mandates Commission in London in execution of a decision 
of the Supreme Council dated 7th May, 1919, put into treaty form. 

Sir Eyre Crowe made the comment that the pact of the League of Nations 
had provided for three different forms of Mandate. In execution of those 
provisions the Mandates Commission had drawn up three types of mandates 
— ^A, B, and G. The form of mandate A had not been decided upon in London 
but texts had been drafted for types B and G. Those texts had been sent to 
the Legal Advisers who had not modified the substance but had only put 
them in Treaty form. Those were the texts revised by the Legal experts 
which were actually submitted to the Council. They did not differ therefore, 
except in certain formal and unimportant modifications, from the texts 
adopted by the Mandates Commission in conformity with Article 22 of the 
Pact of the League of Nations. He thought therefore that the Council would 
have no difficulty in adopting those texts. The question of Togo-Cameroon 
was not actually before the Council, no definite understanding having been 

Associated Powers confer upon His Britannic Majesty a mandate to be exercised on His 
behalf by His Government of the Union of South Africa, in conformity with Article 22 of 
Part I (Covenant of the League of Nations) of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, signed at 
Versailles on the 28th June, 1919, to administer the former German Protectorate of South- 
West Africa. (2) His Britannic Majesty, for and on behalf of the Government of His Union 
of South Africa (hereinafter called the Mandatory Power), accepts the mandate thus con- 
ferred upon Him, and will execute the same on behalf of the League of Nations, and in 
accordance with the following provisions.’ Articles 3-8 of this draft mandate were, subject 
to verbal variation, the same as articles 2-7 respectively of the final text, dated December 1 7, 
1920, which is printed in British and Foreign State Papers {1920)^ vol. cxiii, pp. 1 109-10. 

® Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, in the same form as the pre- 
ceding (see note 8 above). The final text of this mandate, dated December 17, 1920, is 
printed op. cit., vol. cxiii, pp. 1111-12. 

*0 Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, in the same form as the pre- 
ceding except that it contained an additional article (3) as follows : ‘In case of any dispute 
arising as to whether any island is or is not included in the above mandate, the question shall 
be referred to the Council of the League of Nations, whose decision shall be final.’ This 
draft article was omitted from the final text, dated December 17, 1920, which is printed 
op. cit., vol. cxiii, pp. 1107-8. 

Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, in the same form as the pre- 
ceding (see note 10 above). The final text of this mandate, dated December 17, 1920, is 
printed op. cit., vol. cxiii, pp. ii 13-15. 

Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, in the same form as the pre- 
ceding. The final text of this mandate, dated December 1 7, 1 920, is printed in British and 
Foreign State Papers {1922), vol. cxvi, pp. 806-7, 
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yet arrived at. out ae tOougu: it ivcu.d bs eas; to corr.e to ar. ..rrtirrac-at ar.o 
that the question could come before the Counoil vero* soon. 

They were, on the other hand, confronted hy a Japanese re-er/aticn anpiy- 
ing to ^Mandate C, dealing with the sn-German ptsses.'itr.s in the Patihr. 
Japan desired e’vidently the insertion in the G ype of mandate certain clauses 
relative to equaliy of treatment in econcntic matter: — clause' v.-hioh Vs-ere 
embodied in the B t>pe. He could ver\- %vell understand Japan"*- i.oterest in 
that modification but it appeared to him contrary t'O the Treay. The differ- 
ence indeed between the B and the C mandates vras prerlsely that in the C 
ype the territorj- with which the mandates dealt formed an integral part of 
the territoiy- of the mandatory states and entered conseq-uently into the 
re\'enuc and administrative system of that state. There v, as a much closer 
connection between the mandatcy power and the territory over which it 
exercised its mandate in the C ype than in the B tv-pe. He ther.efore con- 
sidered that they could not satisfy the demand made by the Japanese Dele- 
gation without modifying the explicit term? of .\rTicle 20 of the Pact c: the 
League of Xations and consequently of the Treaties ahead;, signed. 

hf. Hexry Simox stated that so far as concerned the zvro .drst draf-n of con- 
ventions submitted to the Council, those name.y relative to German East 
Africa, "ne did not think that they could raise any diffic’ulty, the Mandates 
conferred upon the British Empire on the one hand and on Belgium on the 
other being both of the B y-pe. 

M. GviiBOx asked whether then the Council adopted in principle the drafts 
of conventions dealing with the Mandates to be given over e.x-Gerraan East 
Africa to the British Empire and to Belgium. They could then pass to the 
discussion of the drafts conferring upon the British Empire (Union of South 
Africa,, mandate over German South-West Africa. 

hi. hlATSUi stated that although Japan had no direct interest in that region, 
he felt obliged to make a reservation upon the point, the ype of mandate 
involved being the G type, the same, that w-as to say, as that of the territories 
in the Pacific. He had circulated a note indicating the point of view of the 
Japanese Government upon the C ype of mandate and the modifications 
that would have to be introduced to conform with his view. (See Appendix 
I.) 

The matter w'as for Japan at once a political question and one of principle. 
From the point of view of principle they considered that all states, members 
of the League of Nations, ought to enjoy ‘equal opportunity’ in the^ same 
degree and that consequently the principle of equally of treatment in the 
economic sphere must be understood among the guarantees provided for in 
paragraph 5 of the same Article 22, in the interests of the native population. 
^\Tien the discussion of that gener^ question had come before the Supreme 
Council two definitely opposed theories were discussed — ^that of annexation 
and that of mandates. An intermediate solution had been found at the end 
of several days’ discussion at which he had been present. There was no 
question at the moment of any discrimination whatever between the members 
of the League of Nations. They ought not to lose sight of this, that the 
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League of Nations was founded upon the principle of absolute equality 
between its various members. His Government maintained that Article 22 
of the Pact of the League of Nations ought to be interpreted in the sense that 
the conditions of equality in matters of currency and commerce alluded to 
in paragraph 5 were part of the guarantees implied in paragraph 6 at the end. 

Independently of that question of interpretation^ the matter presented 
itself for Japan in its political aspect. They had entered the war in 1914. It 
was the Japanese fleet that had driven the German cruisers from the Pacific 
and from the Indian Ocean. Now in the Pacific Isles which belonged to 
Germany before the war, natives of Japan had enjoyed complete equality of 
treatment with the natives of other Powers, including Germany. Japan now 
required the assurance that that situation would not be modified in such of 
the German possessions as were coming under the mandate of the United 
Kingdom or its Dominions. If that were not so, Japanese nationals would 
find themselves, after the war in which they had participated as victors side 
by side with their Allies, in a situation inferior to that they had enjoyed before 
the war. Their public opinion would be totally incapable of understanding 
and of accepting such a paradoxical consequence and could not endure 
Japanese nationals being on a footing different from those of other nations. 
It was in virtue of these considerations that the Japanese Delegate on the 
Mandates Commission had made a formal reservation upon the text adopted 
for the C type of mandate. The Japanese Parliament was actually on the 
point of assembling: he thought indeed that its first session was taking place 
that very day. They ran the risk of finding themselves in an extremely 
awkward situation unless they received the assurance that the rights of 
Japanese nationals in the ex-German possessions on the Pacific, which were 
coming under England or its Dominions, were respected. Japanese public 
opinion would experience serious disillusion and would be fully justified in 
so feeling. His Government asked therefore that article 5 of the draft of the 
B type of mandate, as it appears in the text worked out in London, should be 
inserted in the draft of the G type. He had communicated to his Government 
the drafts of mandates drawn up in London and had received in reply the 
instructions, the substance of which he had just communicated to the Council. 
He had not yet received instructions about the texts which were at' the 
moment put .before them and which he had telegraphed to Tokio, but as they 
[? there] were between those various documents only differences of form, he 
had ground for thinking that the instructions he had received would not be 
modified. In any case he was for the moment bound by the instructions he 
had received and he hoped that his colleagues would find it possible to 
satisfy the legitimate demands of the Japanese Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that article 5 of the draft of mandate B, to 
which Mr. Matsui had referred, bore in the text which he had before him and 
which the Legal Advisers had revised the number 8. But it was the same text. 

He could not very well see how the modification to the G type of mandate 
demanded by the Japanese Government could be made without going 
directly against Article 22 of the Treaty which Japan had accepted since it 
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the v/ords v,'h:ch appeared at the er.d jf - an'j i:-::dcd re 

ensure to mentbers of the League cfXatitni ’-ou: ;:r’ tf "tnfiticn? inrurrentv 
and commerce- If that difference had hccn"::mnnlated tcrM-m the man- 
dates B and C. ii was done inientionallv. since me terrirode- nndm mandate 
C were an iniegral part of the lerritcnc of the mandat'r*; Pmmr. a ^tate of 
affairs involving as a consequence ecuahty o: treatraen: ‘m::''.reen ah the 
members of the League of Xations on the territen- t: me mm.dattr: am-ver 
itself. It seemed to him that by the ver}’ fact that it had dmti the Trear/. 
the Japanese Go\'ernment had already accepted the cencral nrinoiale c: 
discrimination between the mandate 3 and mandate C. a tmintinie the 
suppression of wliich it was thatjanan was then demanding. 

M. DE Martino explained that in the cuesticn of mandates in general 
Italy had no special interests. He recognized ne^'ertheless ah the imne nance 
of the arguments which the Japanese Delegate had just e^incunded. alike 
from the point of \iew of the general princinle cf the liberty of traihe v.hic'n 
they ought naturally to tn' and safeguard to the fches: possible extent and 
because of the fact that Japanese nationals ran the dik of nn dine themselves 
in a situation vcorse than that they had enjoyed before the war. But since, 
for that matter, he recosrnized that serious interests were irr/clved from the 


point of "ciew of Great Britain towards which country he %v^ouId by no means 
adopt an unfavourable attitude, he would simply adhere to whatever decision 
'would be taken by the majorit\a 

He had said that Italy w’as not specially interested in the question cf 
mandates. Their disinterestedness was due to the fact that Italy had been 
excluded from participation in the mandates over the former German 
colonies in Africa. He repeated to the Council what he had already had 
occasion to say elsewhere, that that exclusion seemed to him to be a mistake. 
The Council ought rather to have created upon the African continent, the 
future of which did not appear in a verj* reassuring light, a solid united 
interest of all the Powers. He did not mean however to raise the question 
anew’ and he made his remarks in a purely platonic spirit. 

M. Henry Simon explained that at London the French had supported the 
British interpretation of Article 22 and could not but adhere to their former 
point of \Te'^v. 

M. Matsui said that he had expounded the point of view of the Japanese 
Government and that he saw nothing to add to his former explanations. His 
instructions did not permit him to accept the draft submitted to them for the 
G type of mandate. 

M. Gambon said that he considered with Sir Eyre Grow'e that the Japanese 
Government, by the mere fact that it had signed the Treaty, had accepted 
the distinction between the B and G mandates, which w’as clearly formulated 
in Article 22 and the Mandates Commission had merely executed the pro- 
visions of that article. 

M. Matsui said that a difference in interpretation existed betw^een them; 
the Japanese Government considered in fact that the guarantees provided 
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for in Paragraph 6 of Article 22 included similarly conditions of equality of 
treatment discussed at the end of Paragraph 5. It was in giving it that inter- 
pretation that the Japanese Government had accepted Article 22. 

M. C-AJtiBON did not consider that it was possible to interpret the concluding 
provision of paragraph 6 in so wide a sense. 

It was not indeed only the guarantees provided in the interests of the 
population. 

M. Matsui claimed that equality of treatment too was as much in the 
interests of the native population as in that of foreign nationals. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the interpretation given to Article 22 by the 
Japanese Delegation did not seem compatible with the text. The guarantees 
understood in Article 6 meant only the prohibition of the abuses discussed 
in paragraph 5, such, for example, as were mentioned in the Treaty, the 
treatment of slaves, traffic in arms and in alcohol, etc. It could not be main- 
tained that equality of treatment in the economic sphere fell within the same 
category. No subtlety of interpretation could avail against the fact that the 
passage relative to equality of treatment which had appeared in paragraph 5 
had been deliberately omitted from paragraph 6. As he understood it the 
Japanese Government was bound by its acceptance of Article 22 and obliged 
consequently to recognize the fundamental difference that separated man- 
date B from mandate G, and- which it then desired to have suppressed. He 
hoped that a more careful examination of the question would enable the 
Japanese Government to become convinced that the interpretation it was 
proposing was diametrically opposed to the letter and the spirit of Article 22. 

He would like to offer one further observation arising out of a remark just 
made by the Italian Delegate. The question involved — and under discussion 
at that moment — ^was not one as between British and Japanese interests. 
The three classes of mandates had been determined according to geographical 
considerations and the clauses of the G type of mandate engaging their atten- 
tion then applied equally to all the former possessions of Germany in the 
Pacific which were coming within the mandatory power of Great Britain, its 
dominions or Japan. The same treatment would therefore be applicable to 
all territories in the Pacific for which a mandate was envisaged. The differ- 
ences existing between the B and the G types of mandate resulted therefore 
directly and solely from the provisions of Article 22, 

M. Matsui felt that he could only repeat that he was bound by the instruc- 
tions received from his Government which considered its proposal in con- 
formity with the principle of equality of treatment which served as the basis 
of the pact of the Lea^e of Nations and which was furthermore justified by 
the political considerations which he had adduced. 

M, Gambon asked whether M. Matsui could not accept the draft before the 
Council under the reserve of gaining the approval of the Japanese Govern- 
ment. The other members of the Council appeared indeed unanimous for 
the adoption of the British interpretation of Article 22. 

M. MATStn maintained that as he had already said he had asked for 
instructions when he sent to Tokio the drafts of the mandates prepared in 
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London. He had so far received no instriictions redardinc te 
them, but it was very unlihely that he v/ouid receive different insimctiGns 
since between the former and the new texts there an neared to be mere un- 
important differences of form. 

Sir Eyre Cro'^ve suggested that Mr. Matsu: mi,£:ht not perhau? consider 
it necessar}’ to maintain the reser/ation he had formulated in sc far as con- 
cerned the mandate of the Union of South Africa over German Stuth '^Vest 
Africa. He had himself said, indeed, that Japan had no direct interests in that 
zone. If Mr. !Matsui would agree to confine his reserrati on to the territories 
of the Pacific, the Council would be in a position at the vert' least :c settle 
that day the question of South 'West .Africa. 

He would also very earnestly urge the Japanese Delegate to make kno’vn 
to Tokio that the interpretation given by the Japanese Government did not 
appear to any of the other Delegations compatible with the text of the Treaty. 
He hoped that Mr. Matsui would gain acceptance for the arguments that had 
been put forward by the Council and w’ould be good enough to recommend 
to his Government the adoption of the drafts they were discussing. 

M. Cambox emphasized that they ought not to forget tiie need there v/as 
of arriving at a. solution. Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal seemed to him acceptable 
so far as concerned German South West Africa and he would be glad if 
M. Matsui would kindly let his G<3verninent know that in the opinion of the 
other Powers represented on the Supreme Council Japan was already com- 
mitted on that question by the fact that it had signed the Treaty. 

M. Matsui said he would send to Tokio an account of that discussion and 
would ask for new instructions. For the moment he was bound by the in- 
structions he had received already. He would further like the Council to 
consider how important for Japan was the question of principle involved 
therein. Japanese public opinion would be quite unable to understand why 
their nationals should be in a more unfavourable situation after^ than they 
had been in before the war, the more so as Japanese Squadrons had driven 
the German fleets from the waters of the Pacific. 

As to the suggestion made by Sir Eyre Crowe and supported by M. Gambon 
on the subject of German South West Africa he regretted that he could not 
associate himself with it. German South West Africa fell as a matter of fact 
under the type of mandate G and he was consequently unable to withdraw 
a reservation bearing upon the very principle of that type of mandate. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished in no way to deny the force of Mr. Matsui’s 
argument, but he could only repeat that in his belief Japan had already 
accepted the provisions which it was then actually asking to have modified. 

M. Matsui said that their acceptation ought to be understood in the sense 
that equality of treatment was for them part of the guarantees provided for 
in paragraph 6 of Article 22 . 

Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that that paragraph concerned only 
guarantees provided in the interests of the native population, namely, liberty 
of conscience and of religion, prohibition of commerce in arms and in alco- 
hol and other provisions of the same nature, 
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M. Matsui pointed out that his Government believed that the principle 
of the Open Door was also in the interest of the native population. 

Sir Eyre Grow-e said that on referring to the minutes of the meetings of 
the Mandates Commission one might easily see that the provision dealing 
with equality of treatment inserted in paragraph 5 had been omitted de- 
liberately and of design from paragraph 6. The Japanese line of argument 
consisted, on the contrary, in maintaining that the principle of the Open 
Door was understood in paragraph 6. That appeared to him in complete 
contradiction, not merely with the text of the paragraphs in question, but also 
with the efforts of the Commission. 

M. Matsui maintained that the principle of equality of treatment upon 
which they were basing their arguments constituted the very basis of the pact 
of the League of Nations. It was clearly set forth in explicit manner by 
Article 23, paragraph (e) of the pact. 

Sir Eyre Crowe repeated that he appreciated the force of the Japanese 
argument, but those arguments ought to have been adduced at the time 
of the discussion of the B and C types of mandate. It did not seem to 
him possible at that time to reopen the question without going against 
Article 22. 

M. Cambon thought it necessary to suspend the discussion until M. Matsui 
should have received instructions from his Government. 

Mr. Wallace said that in the event of his having to sign the drafts then 
before them, he would, in order to save time, ask instructions from Washing- 
ton immediately. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the United States being a party to those acts, 
the signature of the American Delegate was indispensable. 

M. Matsui added that Sir Eyre Crowe had just said that the drafts before 
them had been revised by the Drafting Committee. There must be some 
mistake for the Japanese Delegate on that Committee, Mr. Nagaoka, had no 
knowledge of those texts. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he believed that those texts had been submitted to 
the Drafting Committee, but he might have been mistaken. 

M. DE Saint Quentin explained that the text could not indeed have been 
prepared by the Drafting Committee for they had come to them in English, 
and communications from the Drafting Committee were generally prepared 
in French. 

M. Cambon held that in those circumstances they might refer all those 
drafts of conventions to the Dr2ifting Committee, it being understood that the 
drafts A and B relative to German East Africa were approved in principle by 
the Council. 

It was decided: 

To instruct the Drafting Committee to revise the texts of the drafts of 
conventions submitted to the Council relative to the attribution of man- 
dates, it being understood that the drafts A and B dealing with German 
East Africa (British and Belgian mandates) were approved in principle 
by the Council. On the other drafts of conventions, discussion would be 
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resumed once iLe Japanese had r^"C'®‘ived iEL^truettiou- from ni' 

Governnient. 

^Ir. aLace 'ivoulc refer thar resolii^icr: to ’^'Vashirmtor* for iirsiructions 
from his Government. 

The meeting adjourned. 


Appendix A to Xo. 

Document ; 

^I. Dutasta, Secretary Genera! of the Conference received Baron von Lersnerj 
President of the German Delegation, at ten-thirty this morning* Decemher 23rd. 
He gave him the letter from the Supreme Council of December 22nd.* and asked 
him to read it. 

He then verbally informed the President of the German Delegation, as directed, 
of the message from the Supreme Council. Baron von Lersner seemed much im- 
pressed. He asserted that the German Government, 'could not* in am' case* sign 
the Protocol before an agreement had been reached as to the deliveries to be made 
by Germany. He added that owing to the importance of the matter, he was 
obliged to iea\'e for Berlin this evening, accompanied by all the experts, military, 
naval and others. 

He asked the Secretart' General of the Conference not to interpret this general 
departure as a rupture. He will leave a representative at Avenue de la Bour- 
donnais whose name ^vill be given later. 

M. von Lersner expressed the desire to put dorni, in writing, a resume of 
M. Dutasta's declaration. He did not ask the latter to initial it. 


Document 2 

At 2.45 M. von Lersner asked to be received immediately by M. Dutasta, 
Secretary-General of the Conference, w'ho received him at 3.30. 

M. von Lersner informed the Secretary General of the Conference that, contrary 
to his decision of this morning, he as w^ell as M. von Simson had decided to remain 
at Paris unless he received contrary instructions from his Government. 

M. von Lersner said that, after the communications of this morning, the German 
Delegation had the impression that the Allies were not in a hurry to put the Treaty 
into force. Jvl. Dutasta declared that on the contrary, the Supreme Council 
unanimously desired the going into force of the Treaty, provided Germany gave 
all the satisfactions asked for. 

Before leaving !M. von Lersner said to Dutasta that he would advise the 
Berlin Cabinet to have made immediately, by the Interallied Commission, the 
investigations provided for in the note of December 22. 
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Appendix B to No. 45 

Convention relating to the Mandate for the Part of German East Africa 
assigned to Great Britain 

Whereas by Article 119 of Part IV (German Rights and Interests outside Ger- 
many) of the Treaty of Peace, Germany renounced in favour of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers all her rights over her overseas possessions, including 
therein German East Africa ; and 

Whereas, in accordance \vith Article 22 of Part I (Covenant of the League of 
Nations) of the said Treaty, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers are 
desirous of conferring a mandate upon His Britannic Majesty to administer part 
of German East Africa, and have decided to conclude a convention for this pur- 
pose; the High Contracting Parties have appointed as their plenipotentiaries, that 
is to say — 

The President of the United States of America: 

His Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and 
of the British Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of India : 

The President of the French Republic: 

His Majesty the King of Italy : 

His Majesty the Emperor of Japan: 

Who, having communicated their full powers, found in good and due form, 
have agreed as follows : 

I. The Principal Allied and Associated Powers confer upon His Britannic 
Majesty a mandate to be exercised in conformity with Article 22 of Part I 
(Covenant of the League of Nations) of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, signed 
at Versailles on the 28th June, 1919, to administer the former German Protec- 
torate of German East Africa, excepting the following portions : — 

{a) The area situated at the mouth of the Rovuma River and to the south of 
that river; 

{b) The area situated to the west of the following line. ...” 


Appendix I to No. 45 

I. The Commission on the Mandates Regime adopted two kinds of Mandates, 
respectively called Mandates B and C, and destined to be applied to the territories 

*3 The remainder of this draft mandate (beginning: ‘From the point where the frontier 
between the Uganda Protectorate and German East Africa . . .*) was, apart from verbal 
variation, the same as the final text of July 20, 1922 (printed in British and Foreign State Papers 
xg22^ vol, cxvi, pp. 832-6) with the following exceptions : (i) The last paragraph of article i 
was not included in the draft, (ii) Draft article 3 was omitted from the final text. This 
article read: ‘His Britannic Majesty, hereafter called the Mandatory Power, accepts the 
mandate thus conferred upon him, and will execute the same on behalf of the League of 
Nations and in accordance with the following provisions.* (iii) The fourth paragraph of 
article 7 of the final text was not included in the draft, (iv) The second part of the first 
sentence of article 8 of the final text began in the draft as follows : ‘Missionaries of all such 
religions shall be free to enter . . . etc.’ (v) Draft article 12 was omitted from the final text. 
This article read: ‘The Mandatory Power shall extend his diplomatic protection to the 
natives of the territory when in foreign lands, under the same conditions as to his own 
nationals.’ 
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referred to in paragraphs 5 and o of Article o: the Covenant of rr.e League c.f 
Xations. Hoivever, zhe conclusions of thi^ O-^nr.mi-sion did no: exprei^ the inan> 
mous opinion of the Commissionj on account of the reserve ticita, made bv certain 
Delegations. 

As far as the Japanese Delegation is concerned. tr*e jj-uenese Delegate oronosed 
to the Commission to insert in the clause of hla:-daie C the ^tinulatior^ cf 
Article 5 of Mandate B on the principle of ‘equal oop or ‘ the henent C'f 
which is enjoyed by the nationals of States members of the Leamie .f Xations. cn 
territory administered by the Mandatories. 

This proposal not ha\ing been accepted by the Mandates Coumdsaicnj the 
Japanese Delegate was obliged to make reservations concerning the draft of 
^landate C, such as it was approved by the other members of the Commission. 

II. It seems to us that no differences can be accented betAveen hlandate B and 
Mandate C, especially with respect to the advantages of the open-deer policy, 
which the States members of the League of Xations should enjoy on an ecual 
footing. 

According to paragraph 6 of Article 22 , the territories o: Mandate C shal: be 
administered under the laws of the Mandatory, as integiai portions of iltis territory, 
as distinguished from territories of Mandate B. This patagr^ph. thus drafted, 
however, gives the \fandatory no right to go against the elementary p.rir.ciples cf 
the League of Xations, v/hich are the expression 01 justice and equity. 

III. Concerning the Southern Pacific Islands, vdiich are to be administered 
according to the provisions of Mandate C, Japan has special inreresis, as con- 
siderable capital is invested in these islands and the natural resources of the countr)- 
were improved thanks to the continual eiSbrts of Japanese nationals. 

If the Japanese Government makes a point of formulating the preceding pro- 
position this is because it has in mind the situation of its nationals in Australia 
subjected to a regime different to that of other foreigners. 

In this connection, if the same conditions were to spread to the territories of the 
Mandate, which may be feared owing to the present policy of the Australian 
Government in the islands which it occupies, it would be contrary to the spirit of 
the League of Nations. It would be a real injustice, equivalent to barring Japanese 
nationals from all kinds of trade and be prejudicial to their rights. 

I\^. It will be remembered that, before the w'ar, the Japanese were treated by 
the German authorities as on an equal footing with nationals of other countries, 
from a point of view' of commerce, navigation, establishment and acquisition of 
property. 

Japan’s participation in the war against Germany, the assistance w'hich she lent 
to her Allies, to enable them to apply the !^Iandate regime to those territories, 
would lead, if the principle of 'equal opportunity’ w^ere not admitted, to depriving 
Japanese nationals of the advantages w’^hich they formerly enjoyed and would place 
them in a situation inferior to that which they held w'hen those territories W'ere in 
the hands of the enemy. 

Japanese public opinion could not possibly admit such a paradoxical conse- 
quence, and could not understand such a result crowoiing the efforts made by the 
country. The Japanese Government would be unable to justify the situation and 
assume responsibility in face of public opinion. 

The text of this draft article was appended to the original. It corresponded to article 7 
of the final text of the mandate for German East Africa, omitting the fourth paragraph ; 
cf. note 13 above. 
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V. For these reasons the Japanese Government is unable to accept Mandate G 
such as it has been drawn up by the majority of Mandates Commission. There- 
fore^ the Japanese Government proposes that stipulations similar to those in 
Article 5 of Mandate B relative to equal opportunities, be inserted in the Clause of 
Mandate C. 


No. 46 


H.D. 1 1 7.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held at M. Clemenceau^s Residence^ Paris^ on Saturday^ December 57, 

1919^ at 10.90 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, 
M. Arnavon, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti, 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Great Britain: Capt. Lothian Small. France: M. 

Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Capt. Fuller, R.N., Cdt. Macnamara, R.N., 

Mr. Malkin. 

France: M. Leygues, Gen. Weygand, Gen. Le Rond, Contre-Amiral 
Le Vavasseur, M. Laroche, M. Hermite, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: C.-Amiral Grassi, Cdt. Fea, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka. 


I. M. Dutasta informed the Council that Baron von Lersner had visited 
him on the previous day. The Chairman of the German 
^ply of the Delegation had come to discuss two kinds of questions 

of December S2 With him: he had first stated that the German Govern- 

ment was prepared to receive the Allied Naval experts 
responsible for determining the exact number of floating docks existing in 
Germany. Baron von Lersner had even added that his Government would 
like the experts to start as soon as possible. He had also come to ask whether 
the Allied Powers were prepared to allow their technical delegates to nego- 
tiate with the German experts of whom M. von Simson was the head. Other- 
wise M. von Simson and his colleagues would leave again for Berlin. 
M. Clemenceau, to whom he had reported this request, was of opinion that 
the opening of negotiations as soon as possible between the experts of both 
sides could not but be beneficial. He had informed Sir Eyre Crowe of this 
opinion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that he had already telegraphed to London as a 
r<Kult of the communication made to him on the previous day, pointing out 
that in his opinion their experts should leave as soon as possible for the 
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German ports. He believed, morec’-cr. that :l:e inqmrv v/Iiich tbev -.-.ere 
about to iiiaKe v/ouid last some time — the experts eveit 5ii’^s:e5ted several 


v/eeks. However that might be, the}' tvere :a rather a difhcmt position. 
They had verba:!}’ irirormed the Germans that ihe}’ v;ere prepared to make 
them concessions : the Germans asked them to define tho'se concessions ;n a 
sort of agreement to be signed before or at the same time as the Protocol. 
Such a procedure would necessarily im'olve an alteradon in the text of the 


Protocol. He was uncertain whether it would no: be better, instead cf so 
doing, to indicate, if possible, in the Protocol in its present form tr.at the 
figures claimed was [sic] the maximum. This solution v,:culd ceriainly 
involve a slight alteration of the Protocol and it would consequently be neces- 
sar\" to obtain the consent of the American Government to this alteration: 
but he thought it unlikely that this consent tvould be refused, since from the 
outset the American Delegation had been of opirdon that their conditions 
were too hard and since Mr. Polk had insisted that the Reparation Commis- 
sion should be consulted : Mr. ^Vallace might sc-und his Government on that 
particular and point out to it that the proposed change "^‘/ould be in con- 
formit}' with the American vie’i\s and that the Germans alone would have to 


sign the new document in the presence of the Allied delegates, 

M. CLEMENOEAr personally thought it would be better, if possible, not to 
alter the Protocol. Thev might mereiv note the concessions thev had decided 
to grant Germany in a letter to Baron von Lersner. The German delegation 
was already aware of them from the verbal communication for which 
hi. Dutasta was responsible. 

M. DE Martino pointed out that this procedure had the drawback of 
causing discrepancy between the Protocol and the letter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that for his part he was ready to accept this proposal 
if the Germans could be persuaded to agree to it. 

Mr. Wallace stated that if the Council so desired he was in a position to 
explain the views of his Government on this question. The American 
Government had repeatedly declared that the question of reparation to be 
demanded of Germany must be considered from a purely economic point of 
view. Germany’s power to make reparation depended on her power to 
produce and export. It tvas thus closely connected with the economic condi- 
tions of the world at a time when a large part of it was in a critical economic 
position. The American Government could not, therefore, accept any claim 
for reparation seriously affecting Germany’s power of payment. It had 
realized that by claiming the surrender of docks, dredgers and harbour 
material they had committed a great mistake. President Wilson had always 
thought that German ships surrendered to the Allies as reparation should be 
destroyed. The fact that the German crews had destroyed them themselves 
did not therefore cause such heavy loss to the Allies that they were justified 
in renouncing that principle of reparation which he had just recalled. As 
to the acceptance of the original Protocol by Mr. Polk, the Council would 
recall the fact that the American delegate had afterwards regretted it. The 
American Government therefore accepted the delivery of the 192,000 tons 
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which Germany declared her readiness to supply, but it was definitely 
opposed to any supplementary cession of harbour material as reparation for 
the Scapa Flow incident. 

M. Glemenceau begged to point out that Mr. Polk had formally accepted 
the Protocol providing for the surrender by Germany of 400,000 tons of 
floating docks. He made the following proposal: the Protocol should not be 
altered, and, in his capacity as President of the Conference, he would write 
to Baron von Lersner specifying the concessions they were prepared to make. 
But they could obviously decide nothing without the consent of the British 
Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe hoped to obtain that consent but they must not ignore 
the fact that if their action had not the desired effect their position would be 
rendered more difficult. 

Would it not be sufficient for the moment to have another conversation 
with the German delegates and to tell them that their claims were satisfied 
on the whole? They could then be asked whether they wished these promises 
to be noted in writing and if they would then be satisfied. If the German reply 
was in the negative they would have the advantage of not having com- 
promised themselves. 

M. Glemenceau thought this suggestion excellent : M. Dutasta might see 
Baron von Lersner that very day and ask him what satisfaction he desired. 
It was, moreover, possible that Baron von Lersner would reply that he wished 
for an alteration of the Protocol. They would then see what could be done. 

M. Dutasta ssdd that his interview with Baron von Lersner had given him 
the impression (which was, however, a purely personal one) that if the 
Supreme Council were to confirm in writing the verbal communication made 
in its name and definitely stated that after the immediate supply of the 

192.000 tons proposed by the Germans themselves time would be granted for 
the delivery of the material still to be supplied, it would be possible to come 
to an arrangement. The German experts were most alarmed at the demand 
for immediate delivery of eill the material claimed. 

M. Berthelot supposed that under those conditions the Protocol would 
not be altered. 

Sir Eyre Crowe feared that they could not really avoid altering the 
Protocol in this way. 

M. DE Martino agreed with the last speaker. The American repre- 
sentative should at once ask for the consent of his Government to a possible 
alteration of the Protocol. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought it might be enough to add a few words to the 
Protocol stating that they only claimed a quantity of docks, dredgers, floating 
cranes not exceeding 400,000 tons. Such a formula would allow of all neces- 
sary arrangements with Germany without involving more serious alteration 
of the Protocol. 

He indeed thought it difficult to sign the Protocol without altering it, 
since they had not stated elsewhere in writing that they would not demand 

400.000 tons. 


606 



M. Bsrteelot saw no real diScnlty; a ‘cor 
M. Dutasta thougiit tiiis ali the mere pc 
pressly stated in the Note accomparxcdng the 5 
be reduced in order to take into account ti 


tre-:ettre‘- ’..-ould be sufneient, 
fdhie as thet' had already es- 
rotccol that their claims might 
.e economic diitiruhies facine 


Germany. 

M. Clemekceau asked whether there was any Dbic-c;: ;'n to a conversation 
between M. Dutasta and Baron von Lersner with a ciev; to inducin? the 
latter definitely to state his point of view. 

Sir Eyre Crowce would prefer that the Secretarc General should in nc 
case state that they would if necessaiy* accept the delivery of ne'.v material 
specially constructed for them. 

M. Clemenceau agreed- 


SiR Eyre Crowe thought M. Dutasta might make the following statement. 
The inquiry which they were about to make was two-fold: first there was the 
verification of figures, w'hich might be fairly quickly done; then there %v as 
also the investigation of the possible effects of the execution of the Protocol on 
German economic life. This tvas a much more delicate problem, the solution 
of which might take much time: he thought it would be difficult to pledge 
themselves on the second point. On the other hand, it woxdd be easy to 
reduce their demands if they had made a mistake in the facts concerning the 
docks of Hamburg or of Dantzig. 

M. Dutasta also pointed out that, if they were prepared to grant a delay- 
in delivery, the German objection based on the eventual paralysis of the 
economic life of the country fell through to a great extent. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that as a preliminary M. Dutasta might state 
that they had requested of London that the experts might be sent speedily. 

(M. Glemenceau withdrew and M. Gambon took the chair.) 


2. A note, dated 26th December, 1919, from the Gommander-in-Chief of the 
Allied Armies was laid before the Council. (Annex A.*) 
Transport of Allied GENERAL Weygand read and commented on Marshal 

note. He added that there were points in the 
reply of the German experts to oiur memorandum which 
could be accepted and others which did not admit of discussion. For 
instance, it was certain that whatever were the arrangements made between 
the Germans and the Poles for the evacuation of territories ceded to Poland, 


* A diplomatic instrument, usually secret, modifying or annulling a provision in a 
previously authenticated instrument. 

2 Not printed. This note began as follows: ‘On December 20 the German Delegation 
replied to the Memorandum, presenting the proposals of the General Staff of the Marshal, 
Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Annies, relative to the transportation of the Govern- 
mental Commissions and troops of occupation across Germany to the territories of Eastern 
Germany, which was received by the Delegation on November 20. The Gterman reply 
presents important modifications in the proposals of the Marshal’s Staff. The reply was 
examined during an Interallied Conference on December 22nd.* The note proceeded to 
discuss the questions raised by General Weygand in the Supreme Council, and in conclusion 
submitted the substance of the three recommendations which were adopted by the Council 
as resolutions i {a-c). 
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there was no need to await the 26th day after the coming into force of the 
Treaty in order to let our troop trains through; before that date at least two 
trains per day could run through Western Prussia. Other questions were of a 
more difficult nature. If they were satisfied with the four trains per day 
offered by the Germans, a period of twenty days would be necessary for the 
transport of troops for Upper Silesia and the occupation of other territories 
would not be completed for 40 days. He asked the Council whether such a 
state of affairs would not have drawbacks; for his part, he thought it would. 

On the other hand, if they managed to run six trains per day, transports 
for Upper Silesia would be completed in 15 days and, at the end of twenty- 
five days, the northern territories would have received the contingents allo- 
cated to them. Should the Council consider it necessary that the occupation 
troops should all be on the spot within a period of 15 days from the coming 
into force of the Treaty, a larger number of trains would obviously be re- 
quired. However, in view of the fact that they had claimed 10 trains per day 
and that the Germans offered them four, he thought they might easily 
demand 6. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if, at the rate of 6 trains per day, the transport 
of troops was effected within a period of 25 days, that was a solution which 
could be accepted. He would not say the same if the transports would not be 
completed for 40 days. 

M. DE Martino refused to give an opinion in the absence of his military 
expert, but was ready to agree with the opinion of the majority. 

General Weygand said his opinion was that of all the military delegates 
who had examined the German Note together. 

M. DE Martino withdrew his reservation in these circumstances. 

M. Gambon said the Council therefore invited General Weygand to 
demand 6 trains per day. 

General Weygand passed on to another point: if transport began imme- 
diately on the coming into force of the Treaty and if this coming into force 
was close at hand, they would be obliged to mark time, owing to the special 
position of the British contingents which could not leave the Rhine before 
about January 20. Such interruption might have a bad effect on the Germans 
and he therefore thought it best that transport should take place without 
interruplion. That would be possible if it began on January 8 at the rate 
of 4 trains per day or January 13 at the rate of 6 trains per day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought General Weygand’s scruple probably useless as 
it was doubtful whether the proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications 
would be signed before January 13. 

General Weygand asked, however, that trains might be fixed to run on 
January 13 if the Treaty came into force before that date. As he required 
5 days to settle the final details, he also asked to be informed 5 days before 
the coming into force of the Treaty. 

M. Gambon assmred General Weygand that he would be informed in good 
time by the Secretariat-General. 

General Weygand said there remained the question of wagons and that 
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of the cost cf transport. The Germans declared : 
wagons. The French lines coidd snpph* a certain 
Sat wagons, but no passenger wagons: the men 
heated wagons. He v/ould add that it was mtrah 
soldiers should be as well treated as the German n: 
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passenger wagons perfectly Sited were provided. t;:r c:n. 

Council, he would therefore demand passenger wag: ns -.rthe G 
Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that, if necessamn the German cr-s: 
wait a few days. 
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M. Gambon noted that the Council approved of trds orooesah 
General Weygand said that, vdth regard to the cost of transport, the 
Germans claimed payment at the general rates in force for ^oods and 
passenger transport.^ He thought this claim incredible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered it quite inadmissible. 

M. Cavibon agreed that this claim could not be accented and that no 
discussion of the point by the Germans could be allo^v ed. 

It was decided that, with a \iew to the transport to plebiscite territories 
of Interallied contingents, the Commander-in-chief of the Allied Armies 
should : — 


1. (aj Require the German Government to run a minimum of six trains 

per day ; 

(h) Require the German Government to supply all the passenger wagons 
required ; 

(c) Refuse to sdlowr these transports to be effected at the rate generally 
in force in Germany and demand the application of the military 
rate. 

It wras also decided that if the transport w’as effected at the rate of six 
trains per day, these trains should not begin to run before January 13, in 
order that it might continue uninterruptedly until the completion of the 
transport. 

2. That the Comm an der-in- Chief of the Allied Armies should be informed 
five days beforehand of the date of the coming into force of the Treaty. 


3. A note dated December 26, from the Naval experts was laid before the 
Enemy ships allocated to Council. (Annex B.+) 

Poland for policing and After a short discussion it W’as decided that the Interallied 
guarding the coast Naval Commission should come to a final decision re- 

garding the transfer to Poland of ex-Austrian torpedo-boats, taking into 
consideration the view’s developed in Annex 
3 The note before the Supreme Council explained that ; 'We requested that the military 
tariff in use in Germany to November i, 1919, be admitted similar to its application [jw:] 
during the transportation of the Haller Army. The Germans offer the ^^general tariff in use 
concerning travellers and merchandise An estimation already made relative to the liquidation 
of the cost of transporting the Haller Army indicated that the two tariffs would have been 
(at the time of the execution of the Haller transportation) in the relation of i to 4..* 

^ Not printed* This note stated in part that there existed 25 former Austrian sea-going 
torpedo-boats completed since 19 13-14. ‘From a naval point of view, the difficulty of 
transferring the Austrian torpedo-boats to Dantzig still exists. There is no reason why this 
difficulty should be insurmountable, although the transfer should be carried out in a 
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4- A Note dated December 26, 1919, from the French and Italian naval 
experts was laid before the Council. (Annex C.®) 
(^ndiizons ofMivery of Leygues read and commented on the Note from 

the French and Itahan experts. 

Sir Eyre Groove thought they were all agreed in wishing to grant the 
request of the French and Italian navies if possible. But the question was 
whether that request was in conformity with the Treaty. It had been recog- 
nized at a previous meeting that it was not and that they must content them- 
selves with semi-official overtures to the Germans. The Joint Secretariat had 
formulated the Council’s decision inaccurately. Under those conditions the 
naval experts had met again but the French navy had preferred to begin the 
discussion afresh. They were faced by a difficulty which they all desired to 
settle and he was quite prepared to consent to refer the matter once more to 
the legal experts, unless M. Fromageot who was present, could give their 
definite opinion at once. 

M. DE Marttoo said that the Note explained by M. Leygues had been 
drawn up in agreement with the Italian experts. He therefore agreed with 
this argument. 

M. Matsui thought that in common sense the claim made by the Minister 
of Marine seemed well founded, but Sir Eyre Crowe had rightly pointed out 
that the terms of the Treaty and the Protocol were so definite tlxat a claim 
seemed hardly possible. He thought the question should be referred to the 
legal experts. 

M. Leygues asked M. Fromageot for his opinion. 

M. Fromageot stated that Article 185, which, moreover, in its original 
form provided for the destruction of the ships, referred to Clause 23 of the 
Armistice Convention, which stipulated that vessels must be disarmed. 
Article 185 nevertheless added that the artillery must be completely re- 
embarked. 

Vice-Admiral Le Vavasseur pointed out that only the breeches had been 
re-embarked. 

M. Fromageot said that disembarked material was at present in the hands 
of the German Government. It therefore belonged to the categories referred 
to in Article 192 of the Treaty. As for the five cruisers the delivery of which 
wsis provided for in the Protocol, that document certainly made no mention 
of Article 192 and there was no question of any destruction. It only referred 


favourable season. The cost of the journey should be charged to the Polish Government.’ 
In conclusion the note recommended the proposal adopted by the Supreme Council. 

5 Not printed. This note referred to Sir E. Crowe’s intervention on December 24^ 1919, 
in favour of an unofficial approach to the German authorities in this matter (see No. 45, 
minute 2), and argued that ‘any attempts of this nature appear to be destined to be 
unsuccessful unless we offer an advantage of some kind in exchange. Such steps are not 
necessary.* The note proceeded to renew atnd develop the arguments previously advanced 
by M, Leygues concerning the interpretation of articles 185 and 192 of the Treaty of Ver- 
szdlles (see No. 42, minute 6 and appendix E). In conclusion the note submitted three 
proposals which were in main substance, though not in form, the same as those advanced 
in paragraph 5 of the previous French note of December 13 (see No. 42, appendix E). 
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ances, but Article 185 referred to by the Protocol definitely provided for the 
disarmament of ships to be surrendered. Article 1 92 seemed to have a general 
bearing. Nevertheless, it might be argued he w^as not ver\' convinced of the 
value of the argument) that the material disembarked from the vessels re- 
ferred to in Article 185 w'as not in the hands of the German Government, 
since it was placed under Allied control; consequently, it would not come 
under the scope of Article 192. 

M. Leygues thought the meaning of Article 192 perfectly clear; the word 
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material of all kinds disembarked from the vessels referred to in Article igo. 
He was quite prepared to accept a formula which w’'ould giv'e the result he 
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M. DE Martino thought it would be best if the naval experts and the 
drafting committee examined the question together once more. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said they were faced by a purely legal problem, that of 
the interpretation of the Treaty. Discussion at that meeting had produced 
no fresh arguments; he was afraid the fresh examination by the legal experts 
would lead to no better results. 

M. Fromageot said they would be pleased to reconsider the question, 
but was afraid they could reach no other solution. 

Sir Eyre Crowe returned to his original suggestion. Gould not M. Dutasta 
discuss the matter with Baron von Lersner since it was of no importance 
to the German Government, as the material would not be left to it in any 
case? 

M. Leygues thought such action would have serious drawbacks: what 
would be their position if the Germans refused their request, even un- 
officially? 

Sir Eyre Crowe said the same question might be raised with regard to 
the Protocol. They did not pledge themselves to anything. It was merely a 
matter of an inquiry. 

M. Gambon asked whether the Minister of Marine agreed that the Germans 
should be asked this question by M. Dutasta. 

M. Leygues said he did not agree, and asked again what their position 
would be in the event of a German refusal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that if they insisted on settling the question they 
must then alter the protocol. 

M. Gambon said he was struck by M. Leygues* argument. He was indeed 
afraid that unless M. Dutasta was successful, they would be in a worse posi- 
tion. They had the choice of two solutions : either a fresh examination of the 
question by the legal experts, or a conversation between M. Dutasta and 
Baron von Lersner. 

M. DE Martino thought a conference between the naval and legal experts 
might be very helpful: hitherto they had dehberated separately. 

M. Matsui agreed with this opinion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was not opposed to referring the matter to the legal 
experts. 

It was decided that the Drafting Committee and the naval experts should 
examine together the conditions of surrender of German warships destined 
for delivery to the Allies. 

5. An aide-memoire from the Swiss Legation in France was laid before the 
Council, to which was annexed the Federal Decree of 
^cMsum of Switzer- November 21, 1919, concerning the accession of Switzer- 
Natu^ * League of Nations, (Annex [Appendix] D) 

together with a note from the Drafting Committee, con- 
cerning the aide-memoire. (Annex [Appendix] E.) 

M. Fromageot read and commented on the note of the Drafting Com- 
mittee. 
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M. DL ?klARTixo asked whether the a:£e-ra':rari:^^ had hee:t trart- 

mitted to the Frer^ch Government or to the Per-re C^Tnerenre- 

M, Fromageot replied that k had been transmitted :e the French Govern- 
ment. 

M. Camson" asked ’^’hether there was any need t j answer it. 

M. Fro2»:ageot tricnadn there v/ere draw hacks :c iea'tnc die ivdss argu- 
ments unanswered. 

M. Ca>cbox thought it better that the reply sriotild he dratted and sen: on 
behalf of the Conference. He proposed that the Drafting Committee sh void 
submit a draft to them. 

It was decided to accept the principles developed in the Drafting Com- 
mitteeh note t^ith regard to the Stdss aide-niemoire con-ceming the 
accession of S^sdtzerland to the Leagrre of Ivations. 

It was also decided to instruct the Drafting Committee to prepare a 
draft reply to that aide-memoire. 

The meetir 


AppExnix D TO Xo. 46 
Bocument i 

ITranslatLril 

Swiss Legation in France. 

Although the deposit of ratifications of the Peace Treaty of June 28, 1919, has 
not yet taken place and, consequently, the Swiss Federal Council has not been 
officially in\ited to declare that Switzerland wiU accede to the League of Nations, 
in conformity with the terms of Article I of the Covenant of April 28, 1929, the 
Sw’iss Federal Council has the honour to inform the Got’ernment of the French 
Republic that the Swiss Federal Assembly decided, on November 21, 1919, in 
favour of Switzerland’s entr\- in the League of Nations, text of which decision is 
annexed hereto.^ 

The Federal Council will make a formal declaration of the accession of Switzer- 
land, to the Secretariat General of the League, at the proper time. However, in 
compliance with a desire expressed by the Commission of the Swiss National 
Council, the Federal Council begs to indicate at this time that, in its opinion, the 
vote of the people and the Swiss cantons on the Federal Bill of November 21, w’hich 
w^ill be promulgated as soon as circumstances permit, should not, necessarily, have 
to be operated within the time stipulated in Article I of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations. It would be absolutely contrary^ to the constitutional customs of 
Switzerland to submit a proposed bill to the people before its juridical bases had 
been established, as the realization of the League of Nations is dependent on the 
accession of all the States to W'hom the Covenant accords, in relation to their 
special political importance, permanent representation on the Council of the 
League. 

The Federal Council is cominced that a notification of the decision of the Swiss 
Federal Assembly, made within tw’o months after the entry' into force of the Peace 

6 Document 2 below. 
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Treaty, will assure Switzerland, without anticipating the decision of the people 
and of the cantons, all the rights due [to] a State invited to accede to the League 
of Nations in the capacity of original member. Switzerland is the only country in 
which the principle of popular vote in the question of accession to the League of 
Nations is a constitutional necessity, but as this principle is in entire conformity 
\vdth the conception of the international regime which is the object of the League 
of Nations, the Federal Council is firmly convinced that Switzerland will not be 
placed at a disadvantage by reason of the democratic character of her constitu- 
tional law. 


Document 2 

[ Translation] 

The Federal Assembly of the Swiss Confederation, 

After having taken note of a message from the Federal Council, dated August 4, 

Whereas the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland, recognized in particular by 
the Act of November 20, 1815, is considered, according to Article 435 of the Peace 
Treaty concluded on June 28, 1919, between the Allied and Associated Powers and 
Germany, as an International agreement for the maintenance of peace; and 
w’hereas the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland, according to Article 21 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, may*- be considered as inconsistent with none of 
the provisions of the said Covenant : 

Hoping that the present League of Nations will extend, in the near future, so as 
to become universal, 


decrees that: 

I. Switzerland adheres to the Covenant of the League of Nations agreed upon 
on April 28, 1919, by the Peace Conference, assembled in Paris. 

The provisions of the Federal Constitution concerning the promulgation of the 
Federal laws shall apply to the ratification of the amendments made in the said 
Covenant, and to the approval of all conventions pertaining to the League of 
Nations. 

The decisions relative to the violation of the Covenant or exclusion from the 
League of Nations, shall be submitted to a plebiscite. 

Article 121 of the Federal Constitution, concerning popular expression, is also 
applicable to the decisions relative to a violation of the Covenant or to exclusion 
from the League.^ 

II . The present Federal decision shall be submitted to the vote of the people, 
as soon as the five Great Powers shall have adhered to the Covenant. 

III. The Federal Council is charged with the execution of the present decision. 

^ A more exact English translation of the two preceding paragraphs, as supplied by the 
Swiss Government, is as follows : 

‘The decisions concerning denunciation of the Covenant or concerning withdrawal from 
the League of Nations must be submitted to the vote of the people and cantons. 

' ‘Article 121 of the Federal Constitution, concerning popular initiative, is also applicable 
to the decisions relative to the denunciation of the Covenant, and to withdrawal from the 
League of Nations.’ 
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In the event that S^ntzeriand vcould aUotv the two months foEowing the entr}* 
into force of the German Treaty to lapse, she could still demand the delay pro- 
vided for by the Covenant in the Austrian or Bulgarian Treaties, and adherence 
to this Covenant \%ithin the period of two months which will follow the entry’ into 
force of these Treaties. 

If the non-adherence of Switzerland at the time of the entry into force of the 
German Treaty cannot prevent the constitution of the League of Nations and the 
commencement of its functions, it can, on the other hand, seriously interfere v*ith 
the establishment of the League at Geneva. 

4. The Swiss Note quotes April 28. 1919, as the date upon which the Covenant 
was adopted. 

It should be noted that the only ofhcial text is that which was signed, that is to 
say the text of the Treaties, and first of all, that of the German Treaty of June 28, 

5. The theses of the S^viss Note, according to which the realization of the League 
of Nations is dependent on the ratification of the five Principal Po’^vers, cannot be 
accepted. 

On this point, it is clearly stipulated in the final clauses of the Treaty, and is, 
further, agreed at this time that the Treaty, in all its parts, inclusive of Part I 
(Covenant of the League of Nations) will enter into force for all the Powers which 
will have ratified at that time, upon ratification by three of the Principal Powers 
and Germany. 

6. The decision of the Federal Council, [? text] of which was annexed to the Note 
from the Swiss Government, cqntains various considerations in its preamble con- 
cerning the relation between the adherence of the Helvetic Confederation to the 
League of Nations and the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland, as well as betw’een 
Articles 2 1 and 435 of the Treaty. 
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Regarding this question, which was the object of certain developments in the 
Message of the Supreme Council® of August 4, 1919, it would be advisable to not 
appear to silently acquiesce purely and simply in the views of 'the Federal Council 
but to hold the entire question for examination and whatever solution it may be 
deemed proper to adopt. 

® This should apparently read : Federal Council. 


No. 47 

H. D. 1 18.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 

Powers^ held in M. PichorCs Room at the Quai d^Orsayy Monday ^ 
December 1919^ at 10,30 am. 

Present: U.S,A,: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain*, Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France*, M. Cambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy*, M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Great Britain: Captain Lothian Small. France: M. 

de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Capt. Fuller, R.N., Cdt. [w] Macnamara, R.N., 
Mr. Malkin. 

France: M. Leygues, M. Loucheur, Marshal Foch, Gen. Weygand, Adi. 

Le Vavasseur, M. Laroche, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: Gen. Cavallero, C. Adi. Grassi, M. Dell’Abbadessa, M, Pilotti. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka, Cdt. Osumi. 

I. M. Dutasta said that in accordance with the Council’s instructions he 

had had a conversation on Saturday^ evening with 
''r »■= ^ taken g«al pain not to corntnit 

Lersner on the subject of Council in anything whatever and to give to his 
the Protocol conversation a purely unofficial and personal character. 

M. von Lersner after hearing his exposition had told him 
that without committing his Government he was himself of opinion that an 
immediate agreement was possible upon the basis outlined. He had also 
said that he would telegraph to Berlin immediately, and that he would visit 
him that evening. It was probable therefore that they would know imme- 
diately exactly where they stood. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what exactly were the suggestions made by 
M. Dutasta to which M. von Lersner had agreed. 

M. Dutasta answered that he had said the Conference was ready to con- 
firm in writing the declarations made verbally to the Head of the German 
Delegation in the course of the previous conversation; that he had added 

^ December 27, 1919. 
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that the Allies v/ould be satisfied provisionally with the ips.corj tens offered 
by the Germans allowing them the additional time required for handing ever 
the remainder of the material. In tha : ’vay they 'vere answering the objection 
raised by the Germans to the effect that the immediate handing o^'er of ail 
the material claimed would imperil their economic existence. As he had 
said, M. von Lersner had shown himself satisfied on the -.■.'hole wdth these 
proposals. The only objection M. von Lersner had made, one which, in his 
opinion, might easily be taken into consideration, was that the date of si'gning 
the Protocol ought to coincide with that of the coining into force of the 7 rsarr. 
The Germans seemed to attach great importance to the point since that 
affected intimately the burring question of prisoners of war. He had con- 
sidered that he might tell von Lersner that he did nc't anticipate any dirS- 
culry on that subject. 

He had further drawn M. von Lersner’s attention to the fact that the 
negotiations w’hich were proceeding might be disturbed if the German 
Government vvere to send the Council a note refusing to sign tice Prccccol as 
it stood. ISi. von Lersner had answered that he did net know' whether a note 
to that effect were not alreadv on the wav: if it were so it was orcbable that 


the German Press would publish it, but in any case he '*vould not submit such 
a note to the President of the Conference, and he hoped that no notice ^vould 
be taken of anything that might appear in the German Press. 

Sir Eyre CROwm fek that M. Dutasta’s report was on the whole satis- 
factoiyv Concerning the question of sending naval experts to Germany, he 
had, at M. Ciemenceau’s request, telegraphed to London, He had received 
a telegram from the British Admiralty, saving that the experts who had been 
appointed would not be ready to start before the following day. 

M. DE Martino thought that there need be no difficulty in granting the 
German request to have the date of signing the Protocol coincide with that 
of the coming into force of the Treat}’'. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that they need only fix the date in such a w-ay as to 
render possible the military^ arrangements required by the occupation of the 
plebiscite areas. 

General ^Veygand added that certzdn political questions which were then 
being discussed by General Le Rond and the German experts, relating to the 
conditions under w^hich the transfer of authority w’ould take place in the 
plebiscite zone, must be taken into consideration. 

M. DE Martino considered that it would be well to advise those com- 
missions to conclude their work as quickly as possible. 

General AVeygand explained that the negotiations were commencing 
that very day. 

M. Gambon thought if M. Dutasta’s impressions were correct they might 
w’^ell expect the signing of the Protocol by the Germans within four or five days. 

General Weygand was afraid that the negotiations between General 
Le Rond and the German experts were perhaps already finished [w]. The 
General Staff of the Army itself required four or five days to prepare the 
transportation of troops. On the other hand, as he had already indicated to 
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the Council there was something to be said, if a sort of hiatus between the 
departure of the French and the Italian troops on the one hand and of the 
British troops on the other were to be avoided, for postponing the transport 
until about the i2th or 13th January. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered it unnecessary to start the transportation of 
troops on the very day of the Treaty’s coming into force; there was, of course, 
a decision of the Supreme Council to that effect, but it was for the Council 
itself to modify the decision if it thought it necessary. 

General Weygand pointed out that there was nothing to prevent them 
really from delaying the transport until perhaps 10 days after the Treaty’s 
coming into force. If that were to take place on the 3rd January, for instance, 
the troops might start moving on the 13th. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the General’s proposal was the best pro- 
cedure to adopt. 

M. Dutasta explained further that M. von Lersner had anticipated no 
objections on Germany’s part to the handing over of the five light cruisers. 

2. M. de Martino asked if he might draw the Council’s attention for a 
moment to a question that did not appear on the agenda. The 
KJ^gmfun It2.1ian Delegation had just received from Klagenfurt com- 
munications of very disquieting nature. The inhabitants were 
dreading a coup de main by the Jugo-Slavs in that zone; [? a] certain number 
of them had even asked that a part of the Italian detachments in the neigh- 
bourhood might be dispatched to Klagenfurt. It was certain that the de- 
cisions of the Conference ought to be respected and that a military operation 
by the Jugo-Slavs would take away all value from the proposed plebiscite. 
Steps ought obviously to be taken at once, therefore, if the Council did not 
wish to find itself confronted with a fait accompli. He would add that they 
had an Italian officer on the spot who confirmed those local reports of which 
he had just spoken. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that the other allied governments also had officers 
on the spot. 

M. Cambon said that before taking any decision whatsoever it would be 
necessary to have fuller information. They had to deal with a nervous and 
divided population and it was very probable that while certain of the in- 
habitants complained to the Italian authorities about the activities of the 
Jugo-Slavs, others were addressing to Belgrade complaints of the exactly 
opposite nature. 

M. DE Martino asked how they were to set about making the proposed 
inquiries and suggested that the President of the Conference might address 
the Austrian or the Jugo-Slav Government. 

M. Cambon suggested that it would be much better to ask first of all the 
allied officers who were on the spot their opinion on the situation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that certain difficulties had already occurred 
owing to the fact that the officers whom the Allies had there seemed to con- 
sider themselves as forming an Interallied Commission; that was not at all 
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Sir Eyre Groove said that all the interested parties stopped traific in turn. 
Similar complaints were raised against the Italians. 

M. DE Martino could not believe that report was accurate. It w'as the 
Italians who were victims in the situation. 


It was decided: 

1. that the Allied and Associated Governments address separately their 

officers on the spot a request for information about the situation in 
the Klagenfurt Basin, and especially about the possibiKty of a coup 
de main by the Jugo-Slavs. 

2. that an inquiiy" be addressed to M. Troumbitch asking him for an 

explanation of the situation at Klagenfurt and of certain reports 
aUeging that the Jugo-Slav Government intended, contrary to the 
decisions of the Conference, to send troops to Klagenfurt. 

3. M. Lougheur explained that para. 2 of appendix 4 of part 8 of the 
Treaty dealing with reparations distinguished betw^een 
The time period provided kinds of substitutes for the materials destroyed or 

'^jrrTT removed by the Germans, the one bv equivalents — 

Versailles Para. 2 (a) — and the other by direct supply — Para. 2 (b; . 

In para. 3 it was provided that the lists dealing with the 
articles mentioned in para. 2(a) were to be supplied within the 60 days 
following the coming into force of the Treaty. So far there tvas no difficulty, 
but the lists dealing with Articles mentioned in Para. 2(b) were there re- 
quired to be supplied to the Reparation Commission by the Allied and 
Associated Powers on the 31st December 1919 at the latest. At the same time 
when that had been drafted, it had been considered that the Treaty would 
be in force at the latest in the month of August, and that the Reparation 

619 



Commission would^have had several months before it to procure those lists. 
It was obvious thaHn the existing state of things the lists could not be supplied 
at the time indicated as the Treaty was not yet in force and the Reparation 
Commission was not yet functioning. A modification was therefore neces- 
sary: but no arrangement to that effect was necessary perhaps with Germany, 
since it was stated in the paragraph concerned that the lists had to be supplied 
to the Reparation Commission. Germany might claim, it was true, that if 
those lists did not arrive to the Reparation Commission until a date later 
than the 31st December 1919, its own situation was modified adversely. 
Personally he considered that the Reparation Commission need not consult 
Germany at all in order to extend the period provided for in para. 3, and 
that the question was entirely a matter for the Allied Powers. They might 
however, take advantage of the negotiations actually going on with the 
Germans regarding the signing of the Protocol to ask from them a decla- 
ration that they would not raise objection to the change from the period 
provided for in para. 3. That way of looking at it had the advantage of 
cutting short all later discussion. They had then alternative solutions: it 
was for the Council to decide between them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that they might combine the two solutions. 
On the one hand they might themselves decide to prolong the period ex- 
piring on the 3rst December and, on the other, communicate that decision to 
M. von Lersner. He thought they need not anticipate difficulty on that point. 

M. DE Martino pointed out the Treaty of St. Germain contained the 
stipulation identical with that of which M. Loucheur had just spoken. The 
last date — 31st December 1919 — appeared there also. It would be necessary 
therefore to extend to the Treaty of St. Germain the same resolution that 
they were going to introduce in the Treaty of Versailles. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the final date — 31st December, 1919 — ^provided for in line 2, para. 

3 of Appendix IV of Part VIII of the Treaty of Versailles for the 
Allied and Associated Powers to deposit with the Reparation Com- 
mission the lists dealing with the articles mentioned in para. 2 (b) of 
the aforesaid Appendix shall not in law prevent the Allied and 
Associated Powers from presenting those lists at a later date. 

(2) that a communication shall be made to M. von Lersner to inform him 

of the decision taken by the Council. 

(3) that the decision appearmg in the 1st paragraph of the present resolu- 

tion shall apply equally to the final date — 31st December, 1919 — 
provided for in section 2 of para. 3, Appendix IV, of Part VIII of 
the Treaty of St. Germain. 

(4) That a communication shall be made to the Austrian Delegation 

informing it of this decision taken by the Council (para. 3 of the 
present resolution). 

(Mr. Wallace will refer this resolution to Washington for the instruc- 
tions of his Government.) 

4. M. Laroche said that they had just received a telegram addressed to 
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M. Clemenceau from their Ambassador at ih’-m ’.vhkh 

C^r'::';fvn '/"r-V v- : appeared that the Presidem ef the U.S,A. vras ready tt 
nerA-g ■'T'-r.-'r :/ convoke the Conned of the Leara:: of ^^’ations on tloe 5rst 
:ne -f -.j. 5 c zone dav after that of the ccminx into force of the 

Treaty, 

Sir Eyre Crowz said mat it had also been deemed that pneparaterv 
measures should be taken by the Trench Minister :f rernirn ArTams to 
acquaint the Governments concerned uncfhcially of the cate arranetd for 
the first convocation of the Council efthe League of Nations in order that no 
delay should occur. 

M. DE ;Ma.rtixo cho’jght that they must also come to an understanding as 
to the agenda. Certain questions were of supreme interest for Italy, that 
especially of reciprocal emigration in the Balkan Peninsula. It vrculd be weh 
that that question be placed on the agenda as the Council of the Leamie of 
Nation? had to nominate a commission for dealine with the annlizatio:: cr the 


convention arrived at upon that subject. 

Sir Eyre Cr.owe recalled that the agenda of the ftrsc meeting efthe C'' uncil 
cf the League of Nations included only r.vo questions, that c; the Sarre and 
that of the connrmation of Powers of the existing secretariat of the Leagce of 
Nations. Ke tvould also remind the Council that his Government had agreed 
upon the first meeting being held in Paris on the explicit condition that the 
agenda be limited to those questions.- 

Mr, Wallace asked whether the Council wished that President Wilson 
fix the meeting for the day after that of the coming into force of the Treaty 
or for the day following that. He would like to be able to give Washington 
a definite indication on that point. 

M. CAiiBOX thought it would be necessary to examine that question anew 
in the presence of M. Clemenceau, 

M. DE Martixo suggested that it would be well for them to ask whether 
it was really necessary to limit the agenda of the first meedng so strictly, 

M. Mantoux explained that the Secretariat of the League of Nations had 
examined the question of the time of its convocation. If the existing agenda 
w’ere maintained there would be no objection to the first meeting being held 
on the first or second day after the Treaty’s coining into force. But if the 
agenda were to be extended, it would become necessary to consider a more 
distant date, 

M. Laroche explained that in submitting M. Jusserand’s telegram to the 
Council, they had not intended to open a debate the more especially as 
M. Clemenceau did not yet know of the telegram. 

M. Cambox believed that it would indeed be necessary to resume the 
discussion of that question at a later date — (further discussion was, therefore, 
postponed) . 


5. M. Fromageot explained the conditions under which this question had 
been referred for examination to the Drafting Committee and the Naval 

* Cf. No. 3, minute 6, and No. 14, minute 2. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that it would be all the easier for the Secretary 
General of the Conference to broach the question with M. von Lersner in 
that the latter had said that Germany would probably make no difficulty 
about the surrender of the five light cruisers demanded by the protocol. 

M. Leygues said that he supported Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal if it were 
understood that the question of principle regarding the interpretation of 
Articles 185 and 192 of the Treaty of Versailles remained intact and was not 
decided in one sense or another by the Supreme Council. It might be raised 
again in the event of the unofficial pourparlers with the Germans not arriving 
at a solution satisfactory to the French and Italian natives [navies]. 

It was decided: 

1 . That, without prejudice to the general question of the interpretation of 

Article 185 and 192 of the Treaty of Versailles, M. Dutasta should 
negotiate unofficially with M. von Lersner with a view to obtaining 
agreement that the five light cruisers to be surrendered under the 
protocol should be handed over with their munitions and armament 
complete. 

2. That M. Dutasta be authorized, should he consider it absolutely 

necessary, to let von Lersner know that if that request were admitted 
by the German Government, the* Allied and Associated Powers were 
disposed in exchange to authorize Germany to retain in addition to 
the total number of seamen provided for by the Treaty, a certain 
number of crews for her mine-sweeper service. 

3. That in the event of the pourparlers undertaken by M. Dutasta not 

arriving at a satisfactory result, the whole question would come 
before the Council again. 

4. That the present resolution annul the resolutions upon the same subject 

agreed upon at the meetings of the 18 th and 20th December.^ 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for the instruc- 
tions of his Government.) 

6. The Council had before it a Note by Marshal Foch dated 25th December 
... (Appendix G). 

of ^G^alNie^Uo^^ MARSHAL FoGH told the Council that General Niessel, 
"'^ho had been sent by the Council to the Baltic Provinces 
to ensure the evacuation of those provinces by the 
German troops, had step by step fulfilled his Mission. Meanwhile the fate of 
the army of General Yudenitch who had been thrown back upon the Estho- 
nian territory was becoming tragic on account of the difficulties which had 
cropped up between General Yudenitch and the Esthonian Government. 
In a note of the 28th November, ^ he had asked the Supreme Council whether 
it were not expedient to adopt in Esthonia a policy analogous to that which 
had produced such excellent results in Courland. It was a matter of re- 
establishing good relations between the Esthonians and Yudenitch’s troops 
in order to set up in those regions which were most particularly threatened 
♦ See No. 42, minute 6, and No. 43, minute 3. 

^ See No. 33, minute 3 and appendix E. 
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by tbe stress of revolution, a carrier occin-t tee B"Jf;:ev]it for-: os- 
1 st December the Coancii load replied iz rdf co-mmurdoaticn rloat the 
entrusted to General Niessei vras purely mil:: or" and the: there couh 
fore, be no question of giving: it a pclitical nature.- 

Since the date of that reply of the Supremo ‘Count :1 the question : 
land had been settled to their entire satisfaction. He hao proptstd 

.eral Xiessel should h “ sen: :: 3.r‘ 


a Xote of : 4 th December^ that Gene: 






and establish an understanding betvreen 
General Yudenitch, The question ’■.vas all the more pressing since t. 
of Yudenitch tvas daily going more and more quicldy to pieces. The ; 
for action seemed favourable seeing that the negcrlatior.s her-'-' 
Esthonian Government and the Soviets had just been broken oil as a 
the extravagant claims cf the Bolsheviks." The hour seemed to ha 
for taking steps if the Council were to remain faithful to the policy it 
had been already formulated, that, namely, ivhich consisted in establ; 
the Baltic Provinces a barrier against the Bolsheviks. In order to rea: 
pclicVj it important to constitute a group in ’♦doith :be Lithuan 


On the 
Iviission 
0 . there- 

:: i^our- 
anev.’ i:i 


een me 
result of 

ve come 
'0 


uze mat 
ar-s and 


the Letts would take part, as ^A'eli as 


Esthorians 




L3 niore 


particularly threatened. General Xiessel, ha-'.ing ccmpletei his nissi&n. v/as 
on his way back. He had tele.graphed to the General to await nev.' instruc- 
tions at Berlin; it appeared to him that General Xiessel was indicated as the 
agent of the policy he had just defined. In his opinion it was essentia! to send 
to the spot representatives of the powers who could arrest the steady decom- 
position of the Yudenitch Army and make some use of the debris. It was 
urgent to come to a decision on the matter because of the disquieting situa- 
tion in Esthonia, and also in order to take advantage of General Xicssel’s 
stay in Berlin, as he could easily be sent from Germany into Esthonia. 

Mr. Walxace said that he would transmit Marshal Foch’s proposals to his 
Government. 

Sir Eyre CnotVE said that on that question he did not have full powers 
and must ask for instructions from his Government. The Russian question 
was indeed a very delicate one. 

M. DE AIartesto stated that he also would consult his Government. 

M. Matsui said that he would do likewise. 

M. Gambon said that he would do likewise. 

M. Gambon summed up saying that Marshal Foch had rightly shown how 
urgent it was to come to a decision. He hoped that the Governments con- 
sulted would let their answers be known by telegram and as soon as possible. 

Marshal Foch said that if they were not empowered to take active steps 
at once in Esthonia, it was nevertheless necessary to have on the spot an 
intelligence agent, and Greneral Xiessel was obviously fitted to fulfil that role. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that he could not agree to the proposal even 
in that form without first having instructions. They had, for that matter, 
British agents in Esthonia. 


* See No. 42, appendix A. 

7 For these negotiations cf. VoL III of this series. 
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M, Gambon insisted that under those circumstances the answers of the 
several Governments ought to be obtained quickly. 

Marshal Foch said that he intended telegraphing to General Niessel to 
return to Paris, wh[?ere] he could be sent into the Baltic Provinces if the 
Council were to decide later that that were necessary. He felt that he ought 
to draw the Council’s attention to the particularly happy way that General 
Niessel had acquitted himself in the Mission it had entrusted to him. He 
thought that the Conference might like to express to him its satisfaction. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he wished to support what the Marshal had just 
said; he did it aU the more gladly since the task entrusted to General Niessel 
had been particularly delicate and since many of them at the moment of the 
General’s departure had believed his Mission doomed to failure. 

M. DE Martino associated himself heartily with the words of Marshal Foch 
and Sir Eyre Crowe. 

It was decided: 

To entrust the Secretary General of the Conference to communicate 
[sic] to General Niessel the following resolution of the Supreme Coimcil: 

‘The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers expresses to 
General Niessel its complete satisfaction with the remarkable way in 
which he acijuitted himself in the particularly difficult and delicate Mission 
which was entrusted to him in the Baltic Provinces as well as with the 
entirely successful results which he obtained.’ 


7. M. Fromaoeot commented upon a Note of the Drafting Committee on 
that question (Appendix D). 

T/u rank of Germm Cambon Stated that as concerned the question 

JVmtrd raised by the special situation of the German Minister 

at Caracas, he thought that they would all agree in con- 
sidering that that diplomat ought not to be recognized by their diplomatic 
agents until he had offered new letters of credence. It would be well to ask 
the Allied representatives to t£ike the matter up with the Government of 
Venezuela. They could telegraph to their representatives asking them to 
take united action with the Government of Caracas. 

M. Laroche suggested that they should send a telegram saying that the 
Supreme Council had examined the question raised by the irregular situation 
of the German Minister at Caracas and instructing their representatives to 
abstain, so long as that situation remained unchanged, from taking part in 
any meeting of the diplomatic corps at which the German Minister was 
present. Other Delegations ought to ensure that similar instructions be sent 
to Caracas at the earliest possible moment.. There was no time to lose; it was 
already the 29th December, and it was desirable that those instructions arrive 
before the diplomatic reception on the ist January. 

M. Gambon said that upon the second point which the Drafting Committee 
had examined he agreed entirely with the opinion that it had expressed. 
However disagreeable it might be for them to see a German, representative 
occupy the rank of Doyen of the Diplomatic Corps, they could not well go 
against the rule established by international custom. 
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M. DE Martixo said tha: that u*,if a:s' h:- vp:::;-';:. 

Sir Ee"RE Crov^^e siated that he i'::- iz ’;::h ie Preiideat. 


It >’as decided: 

1. That each Delegation a^k h- ^yo% ia'tri'Liif.iL- 

it5 repre-ientativ-f' at Caraes'- biir. "j T''''!::- -'"'-it t' i?if- 

Venezuelan Govemmeat the irregialar dt'i^ativn -jf th^-- 0 -rr-jian Minis- 
ter at Caracas. ina'S.rmich as hl< letters of prant-^u hp 

the old Imperial Government, and ins:triict:ng tn^- ri^pr^-src: to 

abstain, so long a^; the German Minister had not r-'''’'-i’s * d nr'r and 
regTiilar letter? of credence, from taking part in any m-et:ng of the 
Diplomatic Corps at ^^hich the German wa- pre'-^nt. 

2. To raise no objection to the rank already reach^^d by G-rman Diph-^matic 


Agents in nentral countries. 

Mr. 'Wallace ^vould refer the above resclntion ^’-rnshirigten for in- 
structions of his Government. 

The meeting tvas adjourned. 


Appendix A tc No, u;- 

Xvie frcrr^ rhe Lrqfting Committee relatzie id tr.e rjxiir.htj ecze/irg :he .Ltn’i'-.y 

German shits 


THE AMERICAN EMB.ASSV. PAPJS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 68 

December gZs rg:g. 

It is evident primarily that Germany, aside from the material left to her, must 
deliver aU material ^vhether it belongs or not to the cruisers to be handed over : that 
is, 'svhether it belongs to cruisers to be delivered in execution of the Treaty as f ? or] 
those to be delivered in execution of the Protocol. 

The question arises as to whether, after the delivery of the material, Germany is 
justified in demanding its destruction. 

According to certain members of the Committee, any demands on the part of 
Germany would in this case be without foundation for the following reasons : 

1. In the first place, it may be argued that upon complete delivery ot the 
material, Article 192 becomes annulled as far as Germany is concerned, and its 
destruction is a measure which concerns the Principal Pow’ers exclusively and is 
no affair of Germany’s. On this basis, a German [? demand] w^ould be inad- 
missible. 

2. Even admitting that Article 192 intended to establish Germany's right to 
demand destruction, it could be held that Article 185, i — b\^ stipulating that this 
or that ship is to be ‘delivered’, pro\ides for the delivery' of the ships and all their 
armament, that is, their material. Article 183 [ricr], 2 — by stipulating that these 
ships are to be in a state of disarmament docs not impose any restriction in the 
obligation to deliver but only indicates in what condition the ships should be 
delivered, and does not imply any reduction in the armament or material to be 
delivered. 

If it w'ere otherwise, it w'ould be difficult to see W'hy, referring to the ships now 
interned in neutral ports. Article 184 should provide for their delivery inclusive of 
material. The solution to the question should be the same for both cases. Conse- 
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quently, the material referred to here does not come under the provision for de- 
struction as provided in Article 192, and any claims made by Germany under this 
head would be unjustified. 

Certain members of the Committee, on the contrary, believe that the texts of 
the Treaty and the Protocol (which refers to the Treaty) the arguments [jic] above 
referred to would not be sufficiently strong to reply successfully to an objection on 
the part of Germany. On the other hand, concerning the five cruisers to be de- 
livered in execution of the Protocol, the difficulty could be solved by means of an 
interpretative note of the said Protocol. 

For the Drafting Committee. 

Henri Fromageot. 

December 27, 1919. 


Appendix B to No. 47 

Note as to the Material taken from German Warships 

PARIS, December igig. 

It appears from the exchange of opinions which took place before the Council 
as well as from the Drafting Gommittee^s note of December 27th, that: 

(1) It is possible to consider as not being part of the material referred to in 
Article 192 of the Treaty, which was to be broken up, the material disembarked 
from ships the delivery of which is prescribed by the Treaty of Peace as well as by 
the Protocol of November ist. 

(2) This is possible without changing the texts and without asking the Germans, 
in advance, whether they consent to this material not being destroyed. 

(3) As any written or oral request on the part of the Allies would certainly meet 
with a refusal, on the part of the Germans, it is better to refrain from taking any 
steps in this direction. 

These considerations would allow each of the five Great Powers to bring to their 
ports the material and the munitions of the ships attributed to them. In view of 
the fact that the preceding propositions refer only to the light cruisers and de- 
stroyers which were not to be broken up, it is proposed that the resolutions of 
December i8th and QOth^ be modified as follows: 

‘The Interallied Naval Mission of Control will take the necessary measures 

to ensure that the material belonging to the light cruisers and destroyers which 

were not to be broken up, be delivered in full and not destroyed.* 

Appendix C to No. 47 
( Translation) 

GENERAL ALLIED HEADQUARTERS, 

Dec, 55, igig. 

Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies. 

General Staff, i Section. 

From; Marshal Foch, To: M. Clemenceau. 

After the interview I had with you on Dec. 24 , 1 received a telegram informing 
me that General Niessel has probably left Riga on Dec. 22, for Berlin.® 

® The text of this telegram (not printed), dated from Stockholm on December 22, 19199 
was a nn exed to tlic original of rids appendix. 
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Consequent? % I Jim sending :o Genera.! Xi’:-.?! !/. B'-rdn. r* 
telegram 'vhiih I stn: hini on me :23rd to F.Bi. t: ..loji’ ’::::* :■ • l:::d: 'u? inori'v:':.- 
tion concernmg the reparation* tiaimed fr-:m th- Ge;:;.:n Gf ernrnenn tne 
Lithuanian and Lettish Governmenti. 

Moreover. I invite hint to vait in 3e: hm ir.stead 1 :' Lita. :‘'r inp ulterior 
instructions ".rhith might eventually order >d:n to R-nui .n ,-*:r tne '‘supreme 
Council should deem it necessamr to entrmt hint t uth nerot’mu.:.^ ’ .ith t-ie L^tho- 
nian Governm.en:, for the settlement of the ouest:o.r. c:“ rh-i; Y;udeul::u Arm; . 


A??£XLf:x D TO Xo. 4.7 

yote froXi, Drqfrxg Com^^iee to S'luprenie CduzcH rela: 

Rei7e2£'^tctii£z iiz y€*2tTzl Ciuti. 



The Supreme Council decided. July 25. :oia, to Invite Geintany 00 T.^rnisn ne^-r 
credentials to those of her diplomatic agents, aocredlt'-d ahroad Iv the oornter 
ImperLal Government, at present in functiGnu’ 

1 , The Minister of France a: Caracas advises that the German hlinister ? rne- 
zuela is an agent accredited by the former Imperial Government in "-vhose favour 
he is continuing his propaganda^ and he has never presented any credentials trom 
the netv German Government. 

Regarding this point, it is evident that the German Minister, representing a 
fallen sovereign, cannot legally be considered the German representative to 
Venezuela. An obseivation to the effect to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 
Venezuela would legally be justified. 

2. The question has arisen as to whether German diplomatic agents, accredited by 
the former Imneriai Government but having presented credentials from the new 
government, can take advantage of the seniority acquired by means of their former 
credentials. This point is of interest in the recognition of the Dean of the Diplo- 
matic Corps. 

Hitherto, according to diplomatic rules and practices, new credentials, of the 
same rank, have been recognized as not modifying the seniority acquired by the 
priority of the first reception. 

The instructions of the Secretary of State of the United States of ^lay 27, 1886 
(IV, Moore’s Digest, p. 734) are to this effect, and authors on the subject express 
the same opinion. 

After the Russian Revolution, new credentials were presented by the Russian 
Ambassador in Paris who still holds the rank acquired in seniority. 

The thesis that Germany of today is different from the former Russian Empire, 
would be dangerous, owing to the consequences that could be deducted [jrr] from it. 

Under those conditions, the Drafting Committee is unanimously of the opinion 
that a protest from the Allied and Associated Powers regarding the rank, acquired 
by seniority, of German diplomatic agents, in neutral capitals, w’-ould not be 
opportune. 

For the Drafting Committee 
Henri Fromageot. 

SeeVol. I, No. 17, minute 1 7 and appendix \I. 
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No. 48 


H. D. 1 1 9*] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 

Powers^ held in M. Pichon^s Room^ Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ Tuesday^ 
December 30^ ^919^ ^t xo.30 am. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

Frame: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. 

Arnavon, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: British Empire: Captain Lothian Small. France: M. 

Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

British Empire: Capt. Fuller, R.N., Cdt. Macnamara, R.N., 

Mr. Malkin. 

France: M. Loucheur, M. Cambon, Marshal Foch, Gen. Weygand, 
Gen. Le Rond, M. Laroche, M. Serruys, M. Fromageot, Capt. Roper. 
Italy: Gen. Cavallero, C. Adi. Grassi, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I . M. Dutasta told the Council that in company with M. Loucheur he had 

had a visit on the previous day from M. von Lersner. 
Conversation of sgth From statements made to him by the President of the 

M-mZZ^ZdM. von Delegation it appeared that the Germans were 

ZfTsner ready to sign the protocol as it stood; the signature 

would coincide with the exchange of ratifications. Those 
instruments once signed, the Supreme Council would submit to M. von 
Lersner a letter declziring the undertaking given by the German Delegation 
to surrender without delay 192,000 tons of docks, and agreeing, for the sur- 
render of the remainder, to a period of from two to three years. M. von 
Lersner had tried to bargain about the handing over the five cruisers re- 
quired by the protocol. Confronted by the categorical statements made by 
M. Loucheur and himself on the utter impossibility for the Allies of allowing 
any discussion of that subject, the President of the German Delegation had 
not insisted. He had, on the other hand, asked for certain precision[s] on the 
method of calculating the tonnage still to be surrendered. On that point, 
a certain ambiguity seemed to remain in his mind, and then M. Loucheur 
took part in the discussion in order to remove it. 

M. Loucheur explained that in M. von Lersner’s telegram to his Govern- 
ment, the text of which he had communicated to M. Dutasta and himself, 
he had said in effect that if it were shown that there actually existed at 
Hamburg and at Dantzig a deficit of 180,000 tons as compared wdth the 
figure appearing on the lists of the Allied experts, the Allied demands would 
be reduced by that amoimt of tonnage. Such a formula might well have been 
a source of misunderstanding. As a matter of fact, while it was possible that 
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other hand established in comornhty itn "h-: fir 
German Delegates the odsience of SOjic*: ::.r.5 abtnt • 
figures, they had been ignorant. He had thcnrh: :: ' 
clear the position taien by the Allies: the demar.d : 
Allies had been based upon an inventor;.' establi^het 
which Germany possessed on the :st Xc'/ember a : 
Then German experts had furnished a statement tv: 


verified and vdoich represented a loM'er figure- 
claimed by the Allies they would deduct the d: 
the difference really established after verificai: 
M, Dutasta stated that as a result of their •: 








nocv' nan crart: 


a letter 'which after the exchange of signarares wou’d be a din’ 
President of the German Delegation and or which he v. ould :: 
previous acquaintance. The draft was as fellows, ^hf. Dutast 
the draft letter which appears as Appendix A*. 

Sir Eyre Crows sa’^v some disadvantage in sa'dng that the: 
granted to the German Government for the surrender of the requ: 
a period of from two to three years: it would be better he thot 


I- 'S'' '*» 


.en react 




little more precise. 

M. Louckeur agreed and said that the text he proposed was as follcjws: 


There will be granted to the German Government for the deliver\" of 
the sum total tonnage a period not to exceed two years. 

Sir Eyre Groove accepted that text and suggested that it would be well 
not to leave the task of determining the toimage to be surrendered to the 
Reparation Commission alone; would it not be well to specify that the Naval 
experts should be heard? 

M. Loucheur thought indeed that the matter could be decided between 
these (and on the following day the Reparation Commission would be 
notified). But there would be no advantage whatever in stating that speci- 
fically in the letter to be addressed to M. von Lersner. 

Sir Eyre Crowe concluded that the conversation just reported to the 
Council had had a result even more favourable than they had hoped for. 


It was decided : 

(1) That after the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles and 

the signing by the Representatives of the German Government of 
the protocol of the 1st November, the President of the Peace Con- 
ference shall address to the President of the German Delegation in 
the name of the Allied and Associated Powers the letter the draft of 
which appears in Appendix B.* 

(2) That the Reparation Commission in fixing the tonnage of floating 

docks &c- to be handed over by the German Government as repara- 
tion for the Scapa Flow incident, and in fixing also the 192,000 tons 

^ Not printed. This draft was the same as that in appendix A apart from certain modifi- 
cations of form and the alteration of the last paragraph in accordance with !NI. Loucheux’s 
proposal, (The draft was subsequently re\’ised further; see No. 51, appendix A.) 



of wMcli the German Government proposed delivery, shall take the 
opinion of the Naval Experts of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for instructions 
from his Government.) 

2. The Council had before it a Note from the British Delegation on the juris- 

diction of the Inter-Allied Rhineland Commission within 
The JurisdicHon of the occupied by American troops. (Appendix G.) 

High Commission Eyre Crowe read and commented upon the 

British Note. 

M. Glemengeau thought it quite impossible that the territories occupied by 
American troops should be without the jurisdiction of the High Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered it probable that the American command 
would accept an arrangement by which it recognized the jurisdiction of the 
Commission, it being understood that America would have an unofficial 
place on that body. 

M. Glemengeau said that in fact there were only two possible hypotheses: 
either the American troops were on the Rhine as a conquering army or they 
were there as a result of an Inter-Allied agreement and because America had 
its place in the concert of the Allies. It was obviously the second hypothesis 
which was the true one. 

Marshal Foch said that a question of principle dominated the whole 
situation. So long as the armistice regime lasted, the whole of the territories 
on the left bank of the Rhine were placed under common jurisdiction. The 
day the peace treaty came into force and on which therefore the armistice 
regime ended that common jurisdiction disappeared, but that was only in 
order to give place to another jurisdiction which extended equally over the 
territories of the left bank. 

M. Glemengeau thought that they ought to come to a decision. If their 
decision gave rise to objection on the part of the American Government, that 
Government would communicate their decision. 

It was decided: 

That on the coming into force of the Treaty of Peace with Germany the 
jurisdiction of the Inter-Allied Rhineland High Commission will extend 
over all the territories on the left hank including those at present occupied 
by the American troops. 

(Mr. Wallace will refer this, decision to Washington for instructions 
from his Government). 

3. General Weygand told the Council that on a previous day he had had 

jrj. r ^ . .T 3, long meeting with the German Delegates in order to 

Plebiscite Areas arrange the conditions of the transport of Allied troops 

in the territories submitted to plebiscite. At a previous 
meeting, the Council had indicated to him on what points concessions were 
possible and upon what others he ought to make none. On the matter of the 
number of trains that should be run each day he had, conforming to the 
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Councii’s instr-ictions, deiTianded six. The h3d doriiir-?:! 

that in principle they %rere vTiling to '^ran: that number: they required, 
however, appro':aI from Berlin. On the rno:t?r O'f transyor: in Vre^tern 
Prussia, the German Delegation had i:ket^':5e ceclarei ::= fl: ready : : examine 
their demands and he ihcught that it ’^'ould agree to tuern. It hod ncterthe- 
less pointed out that from the : ath day and as a resul: of -pecii: orrangemen:?. 
come to between Germany and Poland, the Poles treuli hao'e taken p: jsessicn 
df Western Prussia. The German Delegation considered therefore that the 
Polish Government ought lo rake its share in supphdng the transpmts and 
stores necessanr. There was obvituslv a comolicaiio 




2 2 


necessary to appeal to the Polish experts, but that was a difdcuhy in detail 
which they could easily overcome. In the irdrd place, Germany agre^ed_^ 
10 supply the passenger carriages necessary for the transport under the resen/e 
that the Allies furnish part of the remainder of the material; the"/ had come 
to an agreement about that condition. The German Delegation ho;';ev3r had 
asked it to be recorded on the proces-'erbal that they iormmateu reserva- 
tions on the possibilit}’ of Germany's furnishing the numuer o: carnage? de- 
manded. There remained the question cf the payment f:r the mansport. 
On that point, he had not received a sufhclently satisfacterv result, and the 
German Delegates had appeared tc ce decided not to yield; tney aheged tnat 
a la\s’ of the Emoire stipulated that in time ol peace the miliiar}' tann cemd 
be applied only to the transport of German troops; a new law would there- 
fore be necessaiy. He had replied that they had only to pass such a law. The 
Germans refused to say [? pay] anything whatever on the transport of troops 
going to Dantzig and Memel, territories purely and simply taken away from 
them. As for plebiscite areas they were ready to advance the cost of transport 
if the plebiscite were favourable to Germany; the question would be by that 
very fact decided; if not, the administration of the German railw’ays %vould 
demand from the beneficiarv- states repayment at full tariff of the cost of 


transport. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether they could calculate approximately the 
difference between those two tariffs. 

General Weygand gave the information that the proportion was as 
4 or 5 to I. On that point he required definite instructions from the Council. 
Should he adhere to his position or leave the matter over in favour of the 
Reparation Commission? 

Sir Eyre Crowe doubted whether the Reparation Commission was com- 
petent; further the question affected rather Poland and Denmark. 

General \Veygand agreed; it was obrious (and that was what annoyed 
him) that they were playing with the finances of Denmark and Poland. 

Marshal Fogh considered that they might lay it down as a principle that 
Allied troops would be transported on the same terms as German troops since 
they were crossing Germany after agreement with the German Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe believed that the Marshal was right. No bargaining 
was possible on that point. 

General Weygand considered that in those circumstances he would 
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maintain his original demands, avoiding naturally anything which might 
embitter the discussion; he would give an account of the results obtained. 

In the course of the discussion with the President of the German Delegation, 
Counsellor of Embassy Goppert had asked what were the exact numbers of 
troops to be sent into the Plebiscite areas. He had said (and that indeed had 
determined the reply) that M. Berthelot in the previous conversation had not 
felt that he ought to give that information. The General had therefore not 
satisfied his curiosity. Ought he to do it? 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the General himself saw any objection to 
doing so. 

Marshal Foch felt it all the easier to give the information since the 
Germans knew the number of trains required of them, and consequently they 
would not find it difficult to calculate the numbers of the occupying troops. 

General Weygand concluded that M. Goppert had raised finally a 
question of principle on the subject of the occupation of the territories of 
Allenstein: he had emphasized that the Treaty had not provided for sending 
Allied contingents into that zone and added that the German Government 
was in a position to assure the maintenance of order ; his would not object, 

however, to a Government force of one battalion being sent there to ensure 
the safety of the Allied Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked how many battalions they had anticipated sending 
for the occupation of Allenstein. 

General Weygand answered that four battalions had been intended. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that it was hardly permissible to allow the German 
Government to maintain troops in an area subject to plebiscite, and thought 
that the Council should adhere to its previous decisions. 

General Weygand stated that he was of the same opinion. 

It was decided: 

(1) that, in his negotiations with the German technical experts, the Field- 

Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies, shall maintain 
his demand that the transport of Allied troops to plebiscite areas, as 
also to Dantzig and Memel, be on the conditions laid down in the 
German military tariff ; 

(2) that the Field-Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies, is 

authorized to make known to the German delegates, the number of 
troops provided for the occupation of plebiscite areas ; 

(3) that be will notify those delegates the decision of the Allied and 

Associated Powers to have the Allenstein territory occupied by 
interallied contingents. 

4. M. Glemenceau made the proposal to the Council to fix then the date 
of the coming into force of the Treaty; for his part, he 

VersailUs GENERAL Weygand remarked that, in any case, the 

transports would commence only on the 13th. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the President had in mind sending an 
ultimatum to Germany about the date. 

634 



M. Clemexceau replied tliar he had not. M. Duta^ia 
M. von Lersner the 8th cf January' for the exchange c: : 
having been agreed to, he tvonld tell the Gtrrr.ZT. Ihelecat 
date chosen. 

Sir Eyre Crg^*-ve said that in those circamstantes th^ e- 


conld z 
ratine at 



be chosen; they might as v;eil decide cn the 7:h a? on the :,m 
M. BE !^L\RTrxo was of that opinion and said that it v-a: u: 
the treau" came into force on the day of die deptsit of radd: 

M. CLEJSEXCEAr agreed and said that there vras no thjeztl 
of the 5th being decided upon. If that t-vas 100 earh: the 
selected. 


:ia 
te Sir 


.tat 


nat 


It was decided that the Secretary- General of the Peace Conferentr 
should inquire of the President of the German Delegation ^‘‘'hethex he 'iv’as 
prepared to sign the iliuutes of the derposition of ratiScations on the 5th 
of January. 

In case that date were too early the depositions cf rat Ir: nations '-.rschd 
take place on the 7th, or. at the latest, on the drh d 1' January. 


At this point \I. Clemenceau retired and hi. Camhc 




5. Sir Eyre Crg’ve said ihat this question had been adjourned on tr-c pre- 
'dous day owing to the absence of die President. As 
S-jrr.mor.zngy rt''^ Monsieur Clemenceau had just left it seemed to him again 
^^y^ions " difficult to discuss it then. Nevertheless he wished to state 

that he had inquired of his Government regarding the 
agenda of the first meeting of the Council. The opinion in London v.'as that 
only the nomination of the Delimitation Commission of the Saar should 
appear on the agenda but perhaps the \iew's of his Government had since 
changed in \ievv of the i mmin ent visit of British Cabinet Ministers to 
Paris. 

M. Berthelot believed that Sir Eric Drummond- would prefer that the 
first meeting of the Council should not take place on the day tifter the entr>’ 
into force of the Treaty. Sir Eric Drummond in fact wished to give this 
meeting a solemn character and desired that the Council should not meet 
until eight or ten days after the entry into force of the Treaty so that he 
might make due preparation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether such delay w'ould be in any way incon- 
venient. 

M. Berthelot replied that this delay would not be inconvenient if the 
only item on the agenda w’ere to be the Delimitation Commission of the Saar 
though he regretted that it was not possible to nominate immediately the 
Government Commission. 

Sir Eyre CROtVE observed that, in any case, if the Treaty were to come 
into force on the 5th of January no time was to be lost and this question would 
have to be settled on the following day. 


=* Secretary General designate of the League of Nations. 
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6. The Council had before it a Note of the German Delegation dated 
October i6, 1919, (Annex [Appendix] D) and a note of the 
Drafting Committee dated December 34, 1919 (Annex D). 3 
c eswig ^ Berthelot Commented on the note of the German 

Delegation and on that of the Drafting Committee. He added that the 
Drafting Committee were unanimous in their opinion that the interpretation 
given to Article 109 of the Treaty of Peace by the Belgian General com- 
manding the Fourth Zone, General Michel, was erroneous. 

Sir Eyre Crowe concurred in the opinion of the Drafting Committee, 
and thought that it should be communicated to the military authorities 
concerned. 

M. Cambon said that the necessary instructions would be given. 

It was decided that the Allied Authorities of the Territories of the left 
bank of the Rhine should be informed that persons born in Schleswig and 
domiciled outside the zone of the plebiscite could, according to the Treaty, 
claim a right to vote. 

Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for instructions 

from his Government. 


7. The Council had before it draft instructions for dispatch to General 
Instructions to the Mastermann, President of the Interallied Aeronautical 

President of the Inter- Commission of Control at Berlin, dated December 24, 
allied Aeronautical Com- 1919. (Appendix E.^) 

missbn of Control in After a short discussion it was decided to approve the 
draft instructions to be sent to the President of the 
Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control in Berlin. (Appendix F.) 


8. The Council had before it a letter of the Serbo-Croat-Slovene Delegation 
ne j-c ^ • ti. to the President of the Peace Conference dated Decern- 
Economic Clauses of the ber 12, 1919 (Annex [Appendix] G) and ot\sic\ a letter of 
Treaty with Hungary the Secretary General of the Economic Commission to 
requested by the Serbo- the Secretary General of the Peace Conference dated 
Croatsiovene Delega- December 24, 1919. (Annex [Appendix] H.) 

M. Serruys read out and commented on the note of 
the Economic Commission. He added that since the note of December 27 
now before the Council had been drafted, the Italian Delegation had with- 
drawn its adhesion to the conclusions in this note and had brought forward 

3 In error for annex E, not printed. The French text of this note (which was as indicated 
by M. Berthelot) 3 and of appendix D and the decision of the Supreme Council in the matter, 
is printed by A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit., pp. 332-3. 

^ In error for appendix F, not printed. This appendix contained a short covering letter 
from General Duval to M. Dutasta enclosing the draft instructions, which read as follows : 
T remind you that the air material referred to in Art. 27 and 28 of the Armistice Convention 
of Nov. II, 1918, has been the subject of an inventory, as far as the material existing at the 
beginnmg of 1919 is concerned, in the naval bases recognized by the German authorities, 
according to the telegram from Admiral Goette, dated March 27, 1919, as bases for the 
collection and storage of material. Therefore, it will be incumbent upon you, as soon as the 
Peace Treaty goes into force, to require the delivery of this material, a list of which appears 
in the report of the Air Section of the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission. (ANAG) .* 
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a serious objection ihereto. The Italian Deiegatioi: -i: 
fact that if the -.\rticle5 in the Kunc^rian Treitv ccrres: 
to Article 260 of the Treaty of Versailles ana :o Arrhle 
St. Germain v/ere to be rncdihed. the Hungarian 
a hea'vy burden inasmuch as the repurchases of the cma: 
apply equally to t?*e territories ceded to Roumania. In 
the Italian representatives thought that the -question c: 
Reparation Commission because the solution prop:. sen 
to granting to the Serbo-Croai-Slovene State a real p: 
of reparations. The Economic Commission therefore tr 
to propose to the Supreme Council that the tvhole n 
Commission's ovrn suggestions should be referred to ih 



mission for examination. 

Sir Eyrz Crovce inquired tvhether the pr-oposals cf the Economic C:m- 
mission would have the effect of modiftdng in any v;ay the Treaty odhi 
Germany or the Treaty ^^nIh Austria. 

M. SzRRVYS replied in the negative- 

M. DE Martino said that if the matter tvere sintply ere 0; referring the 
■whole question to the Reparation Commissitn, he v:as c trite ngreenble. 3 u: 
if it -were necessarr for him to express an opinion, he trould have to reserve i: 
on account of the absence of his technical ad^dsers. 

M. Gambon observed that there was no need to express any opinion. 


It was decided to refer to the Reparation Commission, for examination 
and immediate report, the note of the Serho-Croat-Slovene Delegation, 
dated December 12, concerning the liquidation of Hungarian properties 
situated in the territory transferred to the Serbo-Croat-Slovene State, 
together with the proposals of the Economic Commission contained in its 
note of December 27, 1919, to the Secretary General of the Peace Con- 


ference. 


9 . Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the question of the repayment of the cost 
of transport and maintenance of Russian prisoners of war in 
Determining cf should be brought before the Council at an early 

opportunity. The matter had been held over. 

M. Gambon replied that the question "would be put on the agenda for to- 
morrow. 

Sir Eyre Crowe also desired to draw the attention of the Council to the 
fact that the British Delegation had been requested to circulate a Note con- 
cerning the general methods of reparation to be applied to Hungar\v His 
Government had suggested the adoption of a new system in the case of 
Hungary: but it had subsequently recognized that this proposal involved 
serious difficulties and he was now instructed to withdraw it. 

M. DE Saint Quentin pointed out that, according to a report cf the 
Economic Commission, the British Government had obtained wffiat they 
wished as regards one point: the arrangements already made forbade for a 
period of five years the establishment of customs barriers by the neighbouring 
States who had acquired territory formerly Hungarian. 
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M. DE Martino observed that the Council had decided on October 2 to 
send an Interallied Commission of Officers to the Comitadjis of Western 
Hungary^ ceded to Austria by the Treaty of St. Germain.s But, as a matter 
of fact, that Commission had never proceeded to the spot. In view of the 
declaration recently communicated to the Chancellor Renner in the name 
of the Supreme Council, it would be advisable that effect should be given to 
the decision of October 2. 

M. DE Saint Quentin said that the French Delegation had had a meeting 
with the Italian Delegation and had just drafted a note on the subject which 
would be circulated to the members of the Council. 

M. Gaivibon said that this question would be placed on the agenda for the 
following day. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Appendix A to No. 48 

Draft Letter to the Germans regarding the Signature of the Protocol 

PARIS. 

To: Baron von Lersner. 

Now that ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles have been exchanged and the 
Protocol of November ist signed by the qualified representative of the German 
Government, the Allied and Associated Powers wish to assure the German Govern- 
ment again that in demanding reparations for the scuttling of the German Fleet 
at Scapa Flow, their object was not to injure Germany’s vital economic interests. 
By the present letter they confirm the declarations which the Secretary General 
of the Peace Conference was directed to make, verbally, on this point, December 
23rd, to the President of the German Delegation. These declarations were as 
follows : 

1 . The Secretary General was authorized by the Supreme Council to assure the 
German Delegation that the Interallied Commissions of Control and the Repara- 
tion Commission would act scrupulously in conformity with the assurances con- 
tained in the note of December 8,^ concerning the safeguard of Germany’s vital 
economic interests. * 

2, As the experts of the Alhed and Associated Powers are inclined to believe 
that part of the data upon which they based their demand for 400,000 tons of 
floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredges may have been inaccurate in 
certain minor details, they think a mistake may have been made as to the 80,000 
tons of floating docks in Hamburg. If the investigation to be conducted by the 
Interallied Commission of Control proves that an error has really been made, the 
Alhed and Associated Powers will be disposed to reduce their claim propor- 
tionately, so as to bring the quantity down to 300,000 tons, in round figures, or 
even lower, if convincing arguments prove that this is necessary. But absolute 
facilities must be granted authorized representatives of the Allied and Associated 
Powers to make all necessary investigations, in view of verifying the German 
assertions, before any reduction of the original demands of the Protocol can be 
made by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

® See Vol. I, No. 69, minute 8. 
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^ See No. 37, note 4. 



3- The Allied and Associated GovernmentSj reterrir/^ to ths Ics: 'oarain'.i.’i 
the memorandum containing their replv, do not consider that the soattline -c 
German ships at Scapa Fio%v constitutes a crime of ^'.'ar for ''/hich indhi 
penalties should be demanded acccrdins; to Article cco cf the Peace Tr rat". 
The Allied and Associated Potvers, aPvays actuated hv the dt-sir"* to ton: 
Germany's vital economic interests, have presented a claim f:r ao t/: ta tens, b 
on an inventor}’ made by them, according to v;hich Gerrnanv ' 'ai succtse 

have had on November ist a total tonnacre of " tons. TTae German ox" 

made a statement, to be verified, which sets forth an inferior ameunt z: 

” tons. Consequently, from the ugo.ggo tons claim -d b" th? .Vdi-s vd; 

deducted eventually the difference between the firs: firares and the -tiDiv:: 
rather that actually found upon investigation. 

The Allied and Associated Powers add that the tons arcccsed bv 

German Government must be delivered immediately. As for the remainder o; 
tonnage, as determined by the experts, the German Government ’ rhl be rh-’ 
delay of from two to three years for deliver}*. 


ier 

ed 


Appendix C to No. 48 

Soie to be submitied io :ke Supreme Council bj the British Delega:ic:i 

The question has been raised whether [? upon] the coming: into force of the 
Treat}’ of Peace tnth Germany and the Rhineland Agreement, the jurisdiction of 
the Rhineland High Commission will extend to that portion of the occupied terri- 
tory which is in occupation by the United States troops. 

In the opinion of the British Government the answer must be in the affirmative. 
There is nothing in the Rhineland Agreement about the different zones of occupa- 
tion, which have been established by an internal arrangement benveen the Allied 
and Associated Powers concerned. As the A^eement comes into force in the same 
way as the Treat}’ of Peace and as the \’iew of the Allied and Associated Powers 
is that the rights of those Powers under the Treat}’ are not affected by the fact that 
it has not at the moment been ratified by the United States, it follow's that the 
Rhineland Agreement ’svdil come into force for the whole of the occupied terrlton’, 
although the United States v.’ili not be in a position to avail themselves of the pro- 
visions of the Agreement until they have ratified. It will result that the High 
Commission, though officially without an American Representative, will, on the 
coming into force of the Agreement, enjoy the jurisdiction conferred by it over the 
whole of the occupied territory. Arrangements will no doubt be necessary betw’een 
the Allied and Associated Powers, on the assumption that the U.S. troops will 
remain in occupation, for the practical working of the situation thus created; as 
against the Germans it W’ould appear that the rights of the U.S. troops to remain 
in occupation can only be deriv^ from the terms of the Armistice, but so far as the 
jurisdiction over the whole of the occupied territory is concerned, the Armistice 
will be superseded by the Rhineland Agreement as soon as the latter comes into 
force. 

If the above view commends itself to the Supreme Council, the British Govern- 
ment would suggest that the Council should pronounce a decision to this effect. 

7 Thus in original. 



PARIS, Oct, l6, igig^ 


Appendix D to No. 48 
President of the German Peace Delegation 
No. 23 

From: The German Delegation 
To : The President of the Conference 

Subject: Passports for Inhabitants of Schleswig residing in occupied territory. 

The German passport section in occupied Rhineland territory asked, by a note 
dated September 29, the High Command of the 4th Zone, at Mayence, that 
persons in the occupied territory, residents of Schleswig, be granted facilities to 
leave in order to take part in the plebiscite. 

The High Command replied to this note by referring to Article 109 of the Treaty 
of Peace: 

'Only the inhabitants of Schleswig who were born in the zone where the 
plebiscite is taken, or have been domiciled there since a date before January i, 
1900, or were expelled by the German authorities without having a domicile there* 
are allowed the right to vote. I consider, under those circumstances, that your 
request should be regarded as not having been made. The Lt. General Com- 
manding: Michel. 


Appendix G to No. 48 

Delegation of the Serb-Croat-Slovene 

KIingdom to the Peace Conference 

4, rue de Presbourg. * Paris, Dec, 12, igig. 

From: Pachitch 
To: Clemenceau. 

In my note of November 27th last, and in the Memorandum annexed thereto, 
(Annex D),® I had the honour to insist that the question concerning the properties, 
rights and interests of the Hungarian nationals located on transferred territories, 
be settled in the Peace Treaty with Hungary on a basis of the same principles ad- 
mitted in the Peace Treaty with Germany; principles which to a certain extent 
are common law in such matters. 

The importance which this question presents for us obliges me to again take 
the matter up by submitting certain considerations which were not sufficiently set 
forth in our preceding memorandum. These points are of a nature to exercise an 
important influence in the adoption of a solution relative to the measures which 
should be applied concerning the properties of Hungarian nationals who will 
remain within the boundaries of our State. 

During the occupation of Serbia which, as is known, lasted more than three 
years, the Budapest Government maintained the high hand in the administration 
of our State, which was considered, according to the ideas reigning at that time in 
the relations between Vienna and Budapest, as being within its sphere of influence. 

The Hungarian Government has never failed to use this exceptional ‘de facto’ 
* Not annexed to filed original of this appendix. 
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siruation in obtaiiiini" an advr.:ita::f':>:35 'dii.e :■■*:: ‘i::;'"''-' "'.’rb * c/ n. ”■ 

laws existing bttv;*;':.: ho:- trn:l.v :'r ■••. ‘L-/ « h h.r 

tion of vrar. 

Although, nt the tinte -'jI ih^ hv.nhon '/ :h * t- ' n:h‘ ./i' - h\ 

Serbia prorogninir ah matured nape., tne Au>-::‘t-Hnna-.-i’ n ■ 'j'-rntuh G /,u: ..rm::: 
ai Belgrade, imnuediat-i/ a::er :> instahniitn. taust-n ti.e . . i :i ft^U: p: " 1- 

sions, in violation of th- Cor.vmtion of the Ha^ :r. a.. a ’.hr:u ■ 

declaring all Austro-Huimaria:: oredhs in I'od'trn^ h*- . . A .A. 

organization t as created at ante by dar Gener... G jv.-rnrar: t .uta :hr .'A- vh 
of all these credits institute a. -.-dthou: :erard fir G-senr. na : .Aha. a-.'.-u.. 
Xararally. there vas no hesitatiin in apphdnu a rhmed rxe^ud nt :: rhr- : n 
vdih the result that the property of Serbian d';h: ors 'as s Aa a: .u. . n, 

price by public auction. Of c curse, the se* :e>tet nla’^ed the n:'-.'"*. h'U.i t: 
Austro-Hungarian nationals In Serbia '.'as inaraealately ivdicd j,na -...r; t.-ii'- :* - 
instated in nil iheir rights. 

Consequent to that conditlcn cf anairs. the situaden ::: Sn in in :n:a - in, 
relation to Hangar}*, relative to property, rights n::d liaereits. A as : AAt 

Kungar}* has collected all her credits Aom the Ser nan nantnnA, .inn h-r a* a 
subjects have been reinstated and are in possjSsi"n f all thcA -riarn pripirf;. 
there are scarcely any Hungarian structures In Se. A.. ^ - A are. ti.erinhr:*. i:. cn 

relations -.\ith Hurraary, relative to domestic Ai*’*, In ‘rery .anV": - 1 ’. ptAno:., 
We are deprived of a pledge t/hich the Aides Cv.alided as ‘esseadaf H-p.y A fa" 
Allied and Associated Povrers to the Remarks of dne German DAeutiAn. p^g- 
5: for the recover}’ of their credits from the enemy, and for the pa;'mc::: cc the 
indemnities due [to] Allied nationals, as a result of the application or e-xceprlonul 
-vvar measures and provisions concerning the possessions, rights and interests of 
our nationals in Hungary’. 

The only way left by -which we may reestablish the s:tuatio:t and repair the 
detrimental coriSequences of the arbitrary’ measures of the Hungarian Government 
in Serbia can only’ be realized by the insertion of protisions relaiite to the posses- 
sions, rights and interests of nationals in the Peace Treaty with Hungary* sundar 
to those ^vhich ^^’e^e inserted in the Peace Treaty’ -^viih German}’. This measure 
-^vould not constitute a pri\’iiege in our favour, and v;c do not ask for any ad\'a:itage 
other than those recognized to our Allies in their relations with. Germany*. hat 
^v’e claim is simply’ the application of common law, and the mazntenance of the 
same principles which were admitted in settling the same question m the Peace 
Treaty vdth Germany. 

The derogation admitted, to the advantage of Austria, in Article 267 of the 
Peace Treaty’ of Saint-Germain, has already' caused us considerable mjury. But 
\vc understood the gravity’ of the motives w-hich provoked tne adoption 01 that 
exceptional measures [jzV] by’ our Allies and we kept silent in face of the superior 
interests to which our pledge was sacrificed. However, it is unnecessary to extend 
that measure in favour of Hungary, that is: to have it apply in a case concernmg 
which the motives invoked for Austria have no application. Such a provision 
would be absolutely unjustified, and would cause us an extremely- prejudicabie 
[sic] injury in every respect. 

With confidence in the high spirit of justice of our Allies, we feCi certain that 
they will protect our interests and we are firmly’ convinced, after examination 01 
the reasons above presented, our claim will be accorded favourable consideration. 

Please accept, etc. 


II T t 


641 



Appendix H to No. 48 


French Republic 

Ministry of Commerce, Industry, Postal and Telegraphic Service 

Cabinet of the Minister. No. 334. Paris, Dec, 57, igig 

From: The Secretary General of the Economic Commission. 

To: The Ambassador of France, Secretary Gen’l of the Peace Conference. 

The Economic Commission has examined, in detail, the Serbian note under date 
of December 12, treating the interdiction to liquidate Hungarian property in the 
territories transferred to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

The Commission esteems that, by the application of the Articles of Part X of the 
Peace Treaty, especially those having reference to the prejudices caused by de- 
cisions rendered in cases of property, rights and interests, without the party con- 
cerned having an opportunity to offer any defence, the cases indicated by the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation, treating the actions of the Hungarian authorities 
relative to the recovery of Hungarian credits during the occupation of Serbia, 
justify the Serbian Government in demanding an indemnity from the Hungarian 
Government. 

The Economic Commission was uncertain as to whether, in order to permit the 
Serbian Government to reimburse its ‘nationals for the damages caused by the 
above-mentioned acts, it would be advisable to authorize a liquidation of Hun- 
garian property in new Serbia. The Commission recognized, however, that even 
if this authorization were accorded to the Serbian Government, the Government 
might be unable to employ the proceeds of the liquidation as a reparation of the 
damages in question, since by the terms of Article 297 of the Treaty with Germany 
(249 of the Treaty with Austria) the proceeds of the liquidation can be levied upon 
only for indemnities relative to the properties or credits of Serbians in Hungary. 

However, the Economic Commission esteemed that, by a slight revision of 
Article 260 of the Treaty with Germany (2 1 1 of the Treaty with Austria) it would 
be possible to meet the serious objection presented by the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Delegation, without infringing on the general system which rules in the Treaties 
with Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria concerning enemy property in transferred 
territory. 

The Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation specified, in demanding the liquidation of 
Hungarian property in the transferred Hungarian territories, that an interdiction 
to permit the liquidation would maintain, within the territories which the former 
Empire recognized as of Hungarian influence, the economic superiority of Hun- 
gary as beneficiary, not only of the most of the public concessions (transportation 
means, canals, lighting, etc.) but also of the majorats which afford certain Hun- 
garian subjects with an important economic influence over vast domains and 
seigneurial rights, which might entail difficulties of an administrative or political 
nature. 

The Economic Commission esteemed that it was impossible to not recognize 
the argument presented by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation, and is of the 
opinion that satisfaction might be accorded Serbia by a sufiiciently extensive 
application of Article 260 of the Treaty of Versailles (211 of the Treaty of Saint- 
Germain), which provides that, in the transferred territories, the Reparation Com- 
mission may, within a period of one year after the entry into force of the Treaty, 
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No. 49 



Dtccr.terji, ai lo.^o u.ri. 

Present: L'.i.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Grtai Briiam: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Xorman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. de Saint Quentin. 
Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kavrai. 

Joint Secretarl^t: Great Britain: Captain Lothian Small. France: M. de 
Percin, liah : M, Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Marxtoux. 


The foiiOt\'iiig ^ve^e also present for items in which they were concerned: 

Great Britain: Captain Fuller, R.X., Cmdr. Macnamara, R.X., hir. 

Malkin, Mr. Carr, Lt.-CoL Beadon. 

France: Gen. Weygand, Gen. Le Rond, AdL Le Vavasseur, M. Serruys, 
M. Fromageot, M. Tannery, M. Hermitie, M. de Monriile. 

Italy: Gen. Cavallero, M. Piloid. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Xagaoka, 

I . M. Dutasta told the Council that at five o’clock on the previous day he 
had had an interview with M. von Lersner and had 
communicated to him the draft letter that was to be 
addressed to the German Delegation by the President 
of the Conference. The only thing left blank w^as the 
space for the figures relative to tonnage as estimated by the Allies on one hand 
and by the Germans on the other. M. von Lersner appeared on the whole 
satisfied with the letter. His only hesitation had been about the period of two 
years granted to the Germans for supplying the additional port material: 
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he thought that period too short. He had told M. von Lersner that in his 
own opinion it might be possible to have the time extended to thirty months. 
M. von Lersner had gone away satisfied, and it was agreed between them 
that the afternoon of January 6th might be taken as the date for signing the 
Protocol which would take place at the Quai d’Orsay, and would coincide 
with the coming into force of the Treaty. 

Since that interview Captain Fuller had submitted the figures to be in- 
serted in the blank spaces left in the draft letter. The estimate of the Allies 
was 624,275 tons and that of the Germans, 527,380 tons. These figures 
referred to the docks exclusively, and to [ric] the difference between the two 
figures would, after verification, be deducted from the 400,000 tons originally 
claimed. He had then had the completed text presented to M. von Lersner 
by M. de St. Quentin. In acknowledging the document M. von Lei-sner told 
M. de St. Quentin that M. Loucheur had given, as the Allied figure, 700,000 
tons and claimed that the situation was considerably modified if the estimate 
of the Allies was only 624,000 tons. Under the circumstances M. von Lersner 
said that he would be obliged to telegraph Berlin for instructions. What had 
occurred in reality was that M. Loucheur had suggested the estimate of 
700,000 from memory and, no doubt, as an example for tlie sake of argu- 
ment. The Germans were not justified in basing an argument on that 
estimate which was indicated merely in the course of conversation. And it 
ought further to be borne in mind that the figures submitted by Captain 
Fuller and which appear in the draft letter were more favourable to the 
Germans than those established by the French Admiralty, namely 612,000 
tons. 

M. DE St. Quentin stated that M. von Lersner had claimed in his presence 
that the figure of 700,000 tons had been given in the course of the discussion 
that took place between the Allied and the German Experts. But, as a 
matter of fact, no trace of that figure having been given could be found in 
the proc«-verbaux, and their Experts could not recall having heard it 
quoted. There was every ground for thinking that M. von Lersner’s affirma- 
tion was inexact. 

M. Dutasta mentioned that, as he had already said, the figures referred 
to the floating docks alone. No statistics had been supplied on the number 
of tugs, cranes, etc., in the possession of Germany. 

He did not think that the opposition thus created in extremis was very 
serious. If the Germans had given exact figures there was the assurance of 
their having 100,000 tons at least to hand over. M. von Lersner had on 
several occasions confided to him that the German Government was pre- 
pared by way of compromise to hand over a total of 260,000 tons. In any 
case putting the situation at its worst from the German point of view they 
would not demand from them more than 300,000 tons. He did not think that 
the Germans intended to withhold their signature for a difference not 
exceeding 50,000 tons at the most. 

In the course of the interview M. von Lersner told him the anxiety caused 
to the German Government by the question of the actual handing over of the 
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figures which were based upon statements oi fatts. The e^-tirnate or 7- 1,0 m 
tons was only a maximum figure. 

M. BE Martixo did not think the difneukv serious and thout:!':! that :ne 


Allies had merely to maintain the figures they had already decided upon. 

M. Dutast.\ said that they would therefore stand by the terms of their note 
and await the German reply. 

hi. Cameox said that the second question %vas rather important : he thoughi 
that they ought first of all to send it to the Xaval Experts for examination. 

Admiral Le \’'avass£ur recalled that lie had already suggested that this 
question would come up when he had said that the Germans had professed 
that probably they would be unable to sail tlieir boats into Allied pons. If it 
were not German crew> who manned the vessels that were to be handed over 
in our ports, the precautionaiy measures they had taken, such as disarma- 
ment, became purposeless. 


It was decided : 

1 . To extend to thirty months the period granted to Germany for handing 

over the tonnage in excess o£ the 192.000 ton? whorje immediate 
deliver^' the German Government proposed. 

2 . To refer to the Xaval Experts for examination the measures to be taken 

in order to ohHate the possibility of the ships that were to be sur- 
rendered to the Allies bv Germany being scuttled by the German crew-. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the first paragraph of this decision to Washing- 
ton for instructions from his Government. 


2. General Le Rond told the Council that the negotiations with the German 
Delegation presided over by IM. von Simson concerning the application of 
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the clauses of the Treaty to Plebiscite Areas had opened on the preceding 
Negotiations relative 10 day. The German Delegation had from the outeet shown 
the transfer of powers in itself disinclined to accept any of the articles and mchned. 
Plebiscite Areas rather, on several points to refer to the Government at 

Berlin on the grounds that it had not itself full powers to decide. 

The German Delegation advanced certain inadmissible claims such as 
maintaining the power of German Courts of Appeal or Supreme Courts 
outside of the Plebiscite areas, over the inhabitants of those territories in 
spite of the fact that the latter had been placed under Interallied Govern- 
ment. It had explicitly stated that it considered the inhabitants of those 
territories as remaining under the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court at 
Leipzig before which they might be tried for high treason against the Ger- 
man Government. 

The President von Simson had aUuded in a threatening way to the 
possibility of German officials leaving the Plebiscite areas en ma^se. In a 
general way the Delegation had seemed inclined from the beginning to dis- 
pute the ground step by step and to take no personal responsibility for the 
decisions. Count Lerchenfeld had even declared that certain decisions could 
not be taken without reference to the Reichstag. 

In the course of the Conference the attitude of the German Delegation 
became gradually more conciliatory when confronted by the firmness of the 
Allied position, and because it was made clear to it on several points that the 
rights conferred by the Treaty upon the Commissions were wider than those 
they meant to exercise in the beginning of their administration. 

It remained certain, nevertheless, that the German Delegation would, on 
certain im portant points, refuse to take decisions and would refer to Berlin, 
a fact which pointed to a slowing up of negotiations the more especially smee 
telegraphic communication with Berlin was at the moment very unsatis- 
factory. . , 

He felt obliged to tell the Council his very definite impression that me 
policy of the German Delegation was to have the Protocol signed as soon as 
possible and consequently the Treaty come into force, in order that they 
might reject after its coming into force the conclusion of negotiations regard- 
ing the Plebiscite areas. In that way the Germans reckoned to have greater 
opportunity of rejecting the Allied demands. The more M. von Lersner 
seemed anxious to bring matters to a dose, the more M. von Simson seemed 
trying to drag the negotiations out. The negotiations would be resumed on 
the following day and one meeting would probably suffice to expound the 
Allied demands rdative to the administration of Plebiscite areas. All the 
delays that might occur would be owing to the fact that the Germans would 
not have full power of decision. 

He would remark however that on certain points the statements of the 
Germsin Delegation had seemed to him worthy of attention. For example, 
M. von Simson had pointed out that Memel, which was to be definitely 
separated from Germany, was actually being administered by German 
officials, and that some understanding must be reached to give their ad- 
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agreed upon for signing the Protocol if as a result of the ob struc doivls: nae’ho as 
of the German Delegation the negotiations relative to the transfer o: ntwers 
in the Plebiscite areas had not pre^dcusly been c:>nc:uded. 

Gexer.\l Le Rcxd wished lo add that the draft nnancial arrangements 
discussed on the pre^aous day had so far not been met with any cbjections on 
the part of the Germans. There were grounds therefore for thinking that the 
occupation of Allenstein and Marie[n]werde[r] would not impose on the 
Allies any final expense. 

As for Upper Silesia, the question had already been settled %\ith the Polish 
Government which was going to advance the necessan* sums. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the question of the occupation of Alien- 
stein had been raised. 

General Le Rond said that it had not. 

General Weygand stated that in agreement with the decision taken by 
the Council at its previous meeting he was communicating to the Germans 
on that day the Allied decision to occupy Allenstein. 

M. Gambon thought that they tvould all be agreed upon making the com- 
munication to the Germans that Sir E\Te Crowe had suggested. 

M. DE Martino agreed and said that they ought to demand from the 
Germans the undertaking that as the negotiations relative to Plebiscite areas 
had to be completed before the Treaty came into force, the measures of 
execution only be decided afterwards and step by step. 

It was decided: 

To entrust M. Dutasta with making it known verbally to M. von 
Lersner that the signing of the Protocol and the coming into force of the 
Treaty could not take place until after a satisfactory’ arrangement of the 
question relative to Plebiscite areas, questions which w^ere the subject of 
[? at] that moment of negotiations between the Commission presided over 
by General Le Rond and the German Delegation presided over by M. von 
Simson. 
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3- General Le Rond suggested that considering the indefensible claims put 
forward by the Germans it seemed absolutely necessary 

7 rPkbZueAnT‘'^' ^ conditions under which protection of nationals 
of the Plebiscite areas would be assured. 

General Le Rond then read the note which appears as Appendix A.i 

After a short discussion, 
it was decided: 

1 , That the nationals of the different Plehiscitt^ areas be [?as] defined in the 

Treaty of Versailles, being entitled to vote in the Plebiscite, shall he 
placed for this purpose while outside of the said territory, under the 
protection of the Diplomatic and Consular agents of the alhed power 
holding the presidency of the Commission in said territory and in aU 
other respects shall receive that protection. 

2 , That foreign consular agents actually carrying out their duties shall he 

recognized by the Inter- Allied Commission; that foreign consular 
agents who shall be appointed during the jicriod of the Commission’s 
administration shall be required to receive that recognition in ad- 
vance ; that the consular agents of the Principal Powers shall be 
considered to have full right to this recognition; that the present 
decision shall be made known to the interested powers. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this decision to Washington for instructions 
from his Government.) 

4. Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British Delegation had had a note circu- 
lated (Appendix B^) explaining the point of view of His 
Conditions of the Majesty’s Government, namely, that the Allied forces 

Advance of funds to occupying Plebiscite areas and Danzig and Memel ought 

Allied troops in the considered troops of occupation within the meaning 

Plebiscite Areas of Article 249 of the Treaty of Peace. The British Govern- 
ment considered that each of the states taking part in the 
occupation of Plebiscite areas ought, as was the case in the occupation of the 
Rhine, to make the necessary advances for the maintenance of its own troops. 
As for recovering the costs, that ought to be asked from the beneficiary states 
in proportions corresponding to the attribution of territories by the Plebiscite. 

General Gavallero considered that the explanation made by Sir Eyre 
Crowe did not coincide entirely in its latter part with the text of the British 
note to which he referred. That note said in effect that repayment of the 
expenses was to be a priority charge against Germany.^ If he had understood 
Sir Eyre Crowe it was his opinion that the beneficiary states were to make 
this repayment in proportion corresponding to the territories attributed to 
them. The French accepted Sir Eyre Crowe’s point of view; they could not, 

I Not printed. This note of December 30, 1919, submitted the two proposals adopted 
by the Supreme Council, the second being less full in form than the text adopted. 

- Not printed. This note of December 24, 1919, was as indicated in the remarks of Sir E. 
Crowe and General Cavallero. 

3 The note proposed that the cost of the allied forces occupying plebiscite areas ‘should be 
recoverable as the first charge on Germany*. 
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was protdied for in the Trearv only in the case of Upper Silesia, 

GEXER-m Ln Rond considered that it was easy to anticipate in the case of 
Ailenstein and i^Ia^ient^*erde^ repayment of the costs by the states to -vhich 
those territories ’■Aould be attributed. The question on the other hand re- 
mained open in the case of Danzig since in that case there was no attribution 
of tenitories. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that they had had in \iew in the case of 
Danzig only the establishment of a base; later if the Allied High Commis- 
sioner required it the troops entrusted w'ith. guarding that base could be 
employed f3r the maintenance of order in Danzig and the surrounding 
district. 

M. DE l\Ti.RT:xo said that he would let his Government know the decision 
that had been taken but he would have to reserv^e his decision since in 
financial matters he cculd not act without instructions. 


Under reserve of the Italian Government T approval it was decided: 

1- that each state taking part in the occupation of territories submitted to 
Plebiscite shall make the advances of funds necessary for the main- 
tenance of its own troops. 

2. that the reimbursement of those advances shall be made for all the 
Plebiscite areas by the beneficiar\' states in proportions correspond- 
ing to the territories attributed to them. 

IVallace would refer this decision to W'^ashington for instructions 
from his Government.; 


5. M. Fromageot said that the Supreme Council having been good enough 
to approve at the meeting before last the conclusions of the note presented 
to ii by the Drafting Committee on the subject of the Swiss Note of the i8th 

^ Appendix C in original, not primed. 
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December 1919, concerning the accession of the Swiss Confederation to the 
Draji reply to the Swiss League of Nations,® they had prepared a draft letter to 


note of i8th December 
^ig concerning Switzer 
land^s accession to the 
League of Nations 


the Federal Government in the sense of that note which 
they had then presented (Appendix D). 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he approved the note sub- 
mitted to the Council. But they had decided that the 
reply to the Swiss Government ought to be made in the name of the Supreme 
Council and not only in the name of the French Government. 

M. Fromageot explained that the Drafting Committee had prepared the 
reply in that way because it had not known whether the other powers had 
been sent similar communications by the Swiss Government. But it would 
be easy to effect in the text the changes necessary to make it in accordance 
with the decision recalled by Sir Eyre Crowe. 


It was decided; 

1. To adopt in principle the note prepared by the Drafting Committee, 

(Appendix D). 

2. That the changes necessary be introduced in the text so that the reply 

be made not in the name of the French Government but in that of 
the Supreme Council to which the question had been referred by the 
French Government. 


(Mr. Wallace would refer this decision to Washington for instructions 
from his Government.) 


6. The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch to the President of 
the Peace Conference, dated ist December (Appendix 
E) and a note of the Paris Inter-Allied Commission of 
Russian Prisoners of War in Germany dated 6th De- 
cember (Appendix F^) . 

General Weygand commented upon Marshal Foch’s 
note. He added that the agreement arrived at within the Commission on 
Prisoners of War had been unanimous but for a reservation made by the 
Italian Delegate on the basis of the distribution of the costs of maintenance 
of Russian Prisoners of War in Germany. 

M. Tannery explained that for the winding up of the Berlin Commission 

s See No. 46, minute 5 and appendices D & E (one meeting earlier than that indicated 
by M. Fromageot). 

6 Not printed. This covering note, signed by M. Tannery, forwarded to M. Dutasta a note 
which, apart from minor variation, was the same as that in appendix F to No. 32 subject 
to: (i) the insertion after the third paragraph of the earlier draft (beginning: After hav- 
ing examined the data . . .’) of a new paragraph reading: 'The British Delegate requests 
4 feat the reimbursement of these two millions be delayed until proof is presented showing 
that the refugees were sheltered in Germany at the request of the Allies.’ (ii) The omission of 
the ninth, tenth, eleventh, and part of the twelfth paragraph of the earlier draft (beginning: 
‘The Commission suggested that . . and ending: ‘sum representing the reparations 
account.’). In his covering note M. Tannery stated that the revised draft ‘was approved by 
all the Allied Delegates, with the exception of the Italian Delegate, from whom, despite 
repeated requests, I ha've been unable to obtain any response’. 
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it had been agreed that the expenses would be di\ided into lour bettveen the 
four Great Powers there represented. Bnt the shtire of the U.S.A. and of 
France already considerably exceeded a quarter. The remainder v/as there- 
fore to be defrayed by Great Britain and The Italian Delegate had 

always made a reservation for the approval of hi? Gco ernnienr. 

M. DE Martixo said that he must maintain the Italian Delegate's resen-a- 
tion until his Government had gi\'en its decision. 

General Weygaxd wshed to point out that the qaestlon of tire mainten- 
ance of refugees from Kliev had been resen ed until faith 
be obtained- 

SiR Eyre Crowe said that in accordance Vv-ith instructions, from his 
Government he wished to raise a question ’’Ahich, aiihough not exactly the 
same as that under discussion, was related to it. If he understood the matter 
lightly there existed at the moment no commission for R Ui’sian priiL tiers _f 
war in Germany other than the Berlin one, and i: was the Council’s intenticn 
to bring that one to an end without replacing i: in any tvay '^chace-rer. 

Xow his Government had just been in ne.sotiation at Copenhagen with a 
representative of the Soviets over the question of the dheration of Erit:iiih 
prisoners in Russia. There were in Russia many British prisoners vchcse 
repatriation tvas extremely desirable. The other Pc^vers doubtless v,ere in 
the same situation. The So’det representative in the Copenhagen negotia- 
tions had put fonvard one condition as a sine qua non for the continuation of 
those negotiations. He demanded that the Sodeis be represented in the 
Berlin Commission charged with controlling the repatriation of Russian 
prisoners in Germany. General Malcolm, consulted on the subject by the 
British Government, had answered that he could see no difficult in the way 
of granting the demand formulated by the representative of the Bolshevik 
Government, the more especially as the Commission did not exist any longer. 
Apparently therefore the creation of a new commission was being considered 
and that was what he could not understand, since if he had rightly inter- 
preted the previous discussion the Council had wished to wind up the existing 
commission and not to replace it by any other at all. He would ask therefore, 
did there exist such a commission, different from the Berlin one, or was it 
proposed to create a new’’ one? 

General Weygand explained that the difficulty was due to a subtlety of 
interpretation. The Inter- Allied Commission of Russian prisoners in Ger- 
many had recently been transformed into an international commission by 
the addition of a German delegate. That treuisformation had taken place 
at the moment when it had been decided to assume no further financial 
responsibility for the fate of Russian prisoners in Germany and to leave to 
the Commission only measures of control. But the German Government had 
considered that, the Allies rendering no more financial aid, the existence of 
that Commission interested them no longer, and abstained from nominating 
a delegate and in those circumstances the Commission had not sat. It was in 
that sense that one might say with General Malcolm that the new Commission 
never ha\ing sat, did not in fact exist. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether at the moment when they had decided 
upon the suppression of the Inter- Allied Commission they had really intended 
to substitute for it an international commission or to recognize the existence 
of one. If he rightly remembered the last state of the question they had 
decided upon the suppression pure and simple of the commission which 
therefore was to dissolve as soon as certain questions still pending had been 
settled. 

Colonel Beadon said that it had been decided that they would stop send- 
ing money and that the Commission on which the Germans would be repre- 
sented would have powers of control only, but because of the attitude of the 
Germans the plan could not be realized.^ 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that anyhow his Government proposed that 
the Soviets should be represented on the Berlin International Commission. 
If this were the only means of releasing our prisoners, it would appear that 
this proposal should be seriously considered. One of Koltschak’s repre- 
sentatives was, it transpired, already on the commission, and yet the Bol- 
sheviks stated that their interests were not represented, and they had asked 
to be put on the Commission. His Government saw no reason why this 
demand of the Soviets should not be agreed to, provided it would facilitate 
the repatriation of allied prisoners. 

M. Gambon stated that the proposal of the British Government was such 
as to render consultation with the other Governments necessary. 

Sir Eyre Crowe insisted that the question was an urgent one. 

If the negotiations with Copenhagen dragged on, they ran a great risk of 
achieving no results. Besides, it was now winter, and the sufferings of our 
prisoners in Russia were increasing from day to day. 

General Weygand thought that the first question to be settled was 
establishing the Commission, which had been unable to get to work on account 
of the negative attitude of the Germans. It seemed difficult to reopen the 
discussion with them on the eve of the coming into force of the Treaty. The 
Germans had stated that if the Berlin Commission no longer controlled 
financial means, it was useless and that they preferred to deal with the ques- 
tion themselves. It must also be admitted that in this the Germans had right 
on their side. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that it was the Italian reservation on the 
distribution of expenses which had delayed our reply to the Germans. 

General Weygand said that if it were decided that the Berlin Inter- 
national Commission had no longer any reason to exist, we should have 
found a graceful way out of the situation created by the Bolshevik request. 
It was obviously impossible to form part of a Commission which had ceased 
to exist. 

M- Cambon asked each member of the Council to approach his Govern- 
ment with regard to the question raised by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

The remainder of the discussion was put off until a later date. 

7 Gf. No. 32, minute 6. 
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7- The Council had before it: 

I, Two Notes from General Xiessel to the Pri-sidci':: tf the Corn::!, td 
the iith and ::jth De tenth er ;t:t Annexes hVtoen- 

lioutii Tr€2t-^''£r.: t'f the 


Officers on the J^^lessel 
Missict: 


dices] G and . 

2. A draft lelerr^unt frtnt Mar^h-f. Foth tt General 
Xudan: firing instructions from tht S.mrtnt:- C’mntil 
to the German Government Annex [Appendix] I . 

General "Weygand commented cn the prepo-ed telegram :.r:m Mardtti 
Foch h\nnex I' . He added that instead tf -.ending a teleaTant t :■ :he Gernt'jin 
Govemmenij which, on the evt of the coming int j rorce ef t!:e Treaty mirh: 
run the risk of starting genera! discusdon, he proptsed, if Marshal Ftch v*ere 
in agreement, that this question should be dealt with in a verba: note which 
could be delivered to the German Delegaticn by tbe decrerar '-General of 
the Ccnference. 

Aftpr a short discussion it %vas d^ridr'd to entru-t t j M. Duta-ta th.^ 
dra’wing up of a verbal note t'^i be delivered t:* M. 'on nhicb 

would draw the attention of tbe German G'^'.vernmenl to th^' \’l .lent treat- 
ment of the otneers belongiiig to General Xie--vda hlb-ion. 

8. General AVeygand commented on a note dated the 30:0 December 

^ addressed by Marshal Foch to the President ^of the Con- 

n ference regarding the military' measures adopted by the 
Germans in Upper Silesia - Annex [Appendix] J . 

After a short discussion it was decided to ask II. Dutasta to submit to 
M, von Lersner a verbal note on the lines of the note attached to the 
report by Marshal Foch dated December 30th (See Annex J). 

‘That [jfr] Mr. \Valiace would refer this resolution to Washington for 
instructions from his Government. - 

9. M. DE St. Quentin commented on a note from the French Delegation on 

this subject • Annex [Appendix] K' . 

Pcsincr^cj the Co'::tu2>as _ i.-rbi 

hz ^^esrern decided to ask the Aihed Generals m Budapest to 

send with the least possible delay to the Comitadjas ceded 
to Austria by Hungary* the Mission, the constitution of which had been 
agreed to by resolution of the Supreme Council on the 2nd October.^ 

10. M. Serruys commented on a note from the Economic Commission on 

Reprri of the Econr^^ric question dated December 26th (Annex [Appendix] L)^ 


Commission on the amend- 
ments to the economic 
clauses of the Treaty zLith 
Hungary proposed by the 
Czscho-Slovak Delegation 


After a short discussion it w'as agreed: 

1. To refer to the European Coal Commission the 
request of the Czecho-Slovak Delegation that in 
the case of the inserting of an article in the 
Hungarian Treaty of Peace similar to Article 
224 of the Treaty* of St. Germain, the Czecho-Slovak Republic 
should not be cited as one of the States who would undertake to 
supply Hungary* with coal. 


s See \hL I. Xo. 69, minute 8. 
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2. To adopt the recommendations of the Economic Commission rejecting 
the request put forward by the Czecho-Slovak Delegation for the 
deletion in the Peace Treaty with Hungary of Article 287 ^ of the 
Treaty of St. Germain and to the corresponding modification on [? in] 
the Treaty with Hungary of Article 249 of the Treaty with Austria. 

II. M. DE Martino said that recently the question of putting the case of the 
Aaland Islands on the agenda had come forward. A 
The question of the Plebiscite had been held there as a result of which 90% 

“ of the inhabitants had declared themselves in favour of 

Sweden. This question, therefore, would not appear to present any great 
difficulties and it could be agreed before the breaking up of the Conference. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was against raising this question in extremis. It appeared 
to be more the concern of the League of Nations. 

M. DE St. Quentin stated that it had indeed been proposed to leave this 
question to the League of Nations. At that time it was believed that the 
Supreme Council would not have been so long-lived as it actually had been, 
and since then the proposal to bring this question up at the Council had been 
again considered. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that this might mean dragging on their wori 
indefinitely, A commission would have to be formed which, of course, would 
not be able to reach an agreement and for which therefore, the Council would 
have to arbitrate. That could not be done immediately. 

M. DE Martino said that to him the question seemed quite clear and that 
the forming of a Commission was not a necessity. 

Sir Eyre Crowe reminded the Council that the fate of the Aaland Islands 
was of interest to Finland and was related to the Russian question. It was 
rather a delicate matter. 

M. Gambon was of the opinion that this matter should not at the momeni 
be entered on the agenda. It would be time enough to add it when th( 
.necessity arose. 

M. DE Martino stated that he would not press the matter. 

The meeting then adjourned. 

Appendix D to No. 49 

Draft of Reply to the Swiss Note of December 18^ ^9^9 ^ relative to Adherence 
of Switzerland to the League of Nations 

AMERICAN embassy, PARIS 
ESH bulletin no. 70 

Jan. 2, 1919 [1520] 
PARIS, December igig 

In a memorandum dated December i8, 1919, the Swiss Legation, in referring 
to the Covenant of the League of Nations, the date of which is set by the Legatioi 
as of April 28, 1919, informed the Government of the French Republic that th< 

^ In error for 267. 
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Swiss Federal Assembly, on November 2:, decicrd in iavc^r 0: the entry 'z: 
Switzerland in [to] tiie League orXationN, rjf :Lh ’■hr'.: ‘in: ’v-inc :nnr::et 
the memorandum. 

The Swiss Government adds that a formT c;' adhert-twe ht 

forwarded in proper time, under reser\’at: jn of the rcitn: ♦: thi- non .tlur v: :e. to *he 
Secretary General of the League cf Nations. This popoiar "o*- i; p.ro’dded tor jy 
the Helvetic Constitution and it ought not. aeccrding :o the t rii!: Gtve.T.ntvnt, 
necessarily 10 take place tnthin the period of n‘’0 mo::ths ref*::', rd to in A::::de I 
of the Covenant, for the reason that the realization t: the :: Nations 

depends upon the adherence cf all the Slates to whom a permanent lenr-sentation 
in the Council of the League is accorded by the C jvenant. 

In short, in the opinion of the Swiss Government, a noddearien of the derisiin 
of the Federal Assembly presented "within a period cf zw’o mLontks after :n^ entry 
into force of the Treaty should assure to Switzerland ah fn- rights or a State tnvitea 
to adhere as an original member, and at the same time it ’ouid no: anticipate tne 
hnai decision expressed by the Sv.dss people in the referendum retyuiren ty tne 
Helvetic Constitution. 

In thanking the Swiss Legation for its memorandum, v-ruch, U' nttre-y/er 
recognized by the Swiss Government, could not in any sense fe "ona.dercc a- a 
declaration of adherence, the Gevernmeni of the French RepttL'u:* me Ucncur 
to present the following remarks; 

1. According to Article I of the Covenant, the declaration ot annerence must ue 
made without reservatioriS, and \\ithin two months after the entry into lorce ot :ne 
Covenant. A declaration of adherence which would be subject to the result of the 
referendum could not be considered as an adherence without reservations. Further- 
more, the measures which are required by the Swiss Constitution in like matter 
concern Switzerland only. As far as the other interested Powers are concerned a 
declaration of adherence made only in conformity wath the terms oi tne Treaty can 
be taken into consideration. 

2. The Swiss Note refers to the date upon which the Covenant was adopted as 
April 28, 1919. 

It is important to recall that the only oScial text is that which was signed hy the 
Pow'ers, and concerning w’hich the date of April 28, 19 - 9 ? does not apply. 

3. The basis cf the Swiss Note, according to which the realization of the League 
of Nations depends upon ratification by the five Principal Potvers, is not in con- 
formity with the final clauses of the Treaty", as by these clauses, the Treaty", in all 
its parts, that is, inclusive of Part I Covenant of the League of Nations, is applic- 
able arga {ergo} omnes in everything concerning the computation of delays, and will 
enter into force for all the Powers w"hich will have ratified up to that time, upon 
the deposit of the ratifications of three of the Principal Powers and Germany. 

4. Finally, the measure of the Federal Council, copy of which was attached to the 
memorandum of the S\v'iss Government, contains several considerations in its pre- 
amble relative to the relation betw"een the adherence of the Helvetic Confederation 
to the League of Nations and the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland, as well as 
betw"een Article [s] 21 and 435 of the Treaty". 

The Government of the Republic will hold this question for subsequent exami- 
nation. 


655 



Appendix E to No. 49’'® 
Draft of Resolution 


December ist, igig. 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Po^vers, after having taken 
note of the report of the special commission in Paris^ entrusted with the questions 
concerning the Russian prisoners of war in Germany, made, in its meeting of 
December ... 1919, the following resolution, with respect to the questions pending 
since the dissolution of the Interallied Commission in Berlin : 

1st. Liquidation of the liabilities of the Interallied Commission. 

The 400,000 marks due to the British Red Cross will be reimbursed to the latter 
by the British Government. 

2nd. Reimbursement of the flour advanced by the German Government. 

The flour advanced by the German Government \\dll be reimbursed, not in 
kind, but in currency, that is to say, 7,680,000 marks. 

The payment of this reimbursement will be effected by applying an equal sum 
to the credit of Germany in the reparations account ; 1 00,000 mark[s] being charged 
to the English account, and 7,580,000 marks to the Italian account.” 

3rd. The employment of the 200,000,000 [sic] Russian roubles detained by the 
German Government, is postponed until a settlement is made of the financial 
questions connected with the employment of this sum. 

4th. As to the question of reimbursement to the German Government of the 
2,000,000 marks representing the upkeep expenses of the Kiev refugees, its solution 
is postponed until the results of an investigation as to the conditions under which 
the representatives of the Entente made agreements in this matter, are known. 


Draft of Resolution 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers, after having taken 
cognizance of the note of the German Government of November 6th, 1919 (5010 
II/ 1 9 Wako), and of the proposals of the special commission on the Russian P.W., 
decided to address the following answer to the German Government: 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers confirm their resolution to incur no more 
expenses for the Russian prisoners of war in Germany, except those necessary for 
the upkeep of their representatives to the International Commission on Russian 
P.W. in Berlin. 


^0 The original of this appendix also contained a covering note of even date from Marshal 
Foch to M. Glemenceau (see minute 6 above), forwarding the two draft resolutions and 
proposing that, if adopted, the first be telegraphed to General Malcolm and the second 
communicated to the German Government and to General Malcolm. 

Note in original : ‘The share of each power in the upkeep of the Russian P.W . is as [? so] 
far as follows : 


For France 
For Great Britain 
For America 
For Italy . 


28,710,000 marks 
7,080,000 „ 

50,015,100 „ 

o ,, 


The above provision is calculated to increase the shares of Great Britain and Italy to 
7,580,000 marks.’ 
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•On ihe other hand, as this CoinmU^ior.—\vr.r^-^ : , 
material situaticn o; the Russian P.’IV.. and r’i-uituah' ! 
German Govemmen: for the repatriation of thise or:-on^.r 
ihe Peace Treaty vhth Germany it tvill cea^e oneratinr 
into force/ 



me 


- - o ■ 


tne - rear'/ r*. 


Appendix G to /vo. 40 
D^acumeni : 

IXTESALLIED Co:>!:tIIS5ION IN THE BaDTIu StaTES. TlDilTT. A; ’ JJ. .'ort. 

292 S/P 

From: Generai Xiessel, President of the Interallied Conmtissicn in the Stutej. 
To: M. Ciemencean, Paris. 

During the numerous, difficult, and delicate .missiciii :ulf:..rd t-' the Allied 
officers with courage and coolness, a great ream incident* r-tch plate. 

Such officers were frequently insulted and attacked. *:rae::mes evrn ih- treated 
and struck at, and usually under the indifferent and sarcastic e; *£ jf the very 
German officers, v/ho had been instructed, cfficially, to facilitate tne.r task a::d to 
look after their security. 

^Vhenever such an attack occurred penalties 'ere claimed 'ver tally and ir. 
■^vTiting, from Admiral Hopman, Chief of the German Delegation. The German 
Government has again been officially informed of these facts by a note, '’.-/hich set 
them forth in detail, remitted to ^Iinister Xoske himself, by Colonel Dosse, on 
Dec. 6, at Berlin. 

Today again, another cowardly attack has just been committed, this time by a 
group of German officers, on an isolated French soldier see report annexed^ 

Xo satisfaction having yet been granted, in regard to the numerous and earnest 
claims for penalties made by the Commission, I have the honour to ask the 
Supreme Council to kindly strengthen, through direct action in Berlin, the claims 
to reparations 10 %%*hich our officers and soldiers are entitled. 

I am transmitiirig this report to the President of the German Delegation imme- 
diately. 

The culprits are easy to find. Their brutal co^vvardice demands immediate 
punishment. 

I request that excuses be made to my soldier. I take his case 10 heart, more than 
that of the officers, because he was alone, defenceless; no pretext can be invoked 
for the brutality to which he has been submitted. 

The President of the Interallied Commission. 

XlESSEL. 


Document 2 


Interallied Commission, Tilsitt Br.angh. 


TiLsiTT, Dec. 12^ 1919- 


Report 

No. 290 S;P 

On Dec. ii, at 4 o’clock p.m., I entered the restaurant of the 'Preussischerhof 
Hotel’, where I live, to give my key before beginning my duty. Some German 


« Document 2 in this appendix. 
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officers who were in the restaurant got up and pounced on me, forcing me to 
leave the restaurant and the hotel, kicking and striking me into the street. 

Having been able to make them understand that I lived in the hotel, two officers 
ime out to fetch me and took me inside, where an officer calling himself a Captain 
poiogized and asked me to shake hands with him, which I absolutely refused to do, 
ivas again brutalized and thrown into the street, amidst blows and kicks, and 
nder the threat of revolvers, which they held in their hands. 

Three times I \vas knocked down. 

The Captain spoke French very well, and I believe he lives in the hotel. 

The hotel-keeper tried to protect me, but was also knocked about. 

R. Monnier, 

seen and transmitted by the Chief of the Tilsitt Branch. Du Choughet. 

Seen and transmitted: It will not be difficult to find the culprits this time; a severe 
penalty is indispensable. The General Commanding the Mission of Control. 

Vincent. 


Document 3 


Statement of the Attacks made by the German Troops in the Baltic Provinces on the 
persons of Officers of the Interallied Commission of Control 


Date and 
Place 

Designation of the 
Allied Officers 

Designation of the 
Military Germans 
responsible 

Statement of the incidents 

11/23 

Prekuln 

Station 

Captain Bot 

Soldiers of the 

Plehwe Branch 
Captain Plehwe 

Daily threats and insults 
against officers of Control. 

11/25 

Station of 
Poschervny 

Captain Lewinson 
(French) 

of the Control of 
Poschervny 

German military 
authorities of the 
station of Posch- 
ervny, on duty 

11/25, Lt. Bidefeld, 
officer of the Station 
Control 

At midnight a grenade is 
thrown into the window of 
the lodgings occupied by 
the Control Officers. No 
measure was taken by the 
German authorities to safe- 
guard these officers. 

11/25 

Station of 
Kurchany 

Major Leveque 

Captain lordann. 
Chief of the 
lordann Company 

Window panes of the Con- 
trol Officers* car, broken by 
stones and apples. Captain 
lordann refuses to intervene. 

11/26 
Station of 
Bayoren 

Captain Chipponi 

Captain Shock, 
Commanding a bat- 
talion of the Plehwe 
Coips. A Feld- 
webeP3 of his bat- 
talion 

1 

At 6.30 p.m. a detachment 
of the Plehwe Corps arrived 
at the station to embark. 
The men spread over 
the station, shouting and 
threatening. The officers 
take refuge in the Control 
office, where they are im- 


*3 Sergeant. 
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Date and 
Place 


11/26 
Station of 
Eydekrug 


11/28 

[Memel 


1 1/29 
Station of 
Tilsitt 


I2jl 

Station of 
Schavli 


Designation of the 

Designation of the Military Germans Stater, jsk* f the 

Allied Officers resporxsible 




mediately surrounded and 
threatened Vvith rides and 
grenades. Shock excites his 
men and insuhs the German 
station officers, '..'ho tn- in 
vain to keep ordt'r. A Fell- 
webe: threatens cur offirtrs 
with his re'^ -elver. 

Captain Henry 

Captain Plehwe 

The men of train 8240 coming 


Lieut. Mausch of the 

from Memel storm the office 


Plehwe Corps 

cf the Control Officers, 
singing and hcwling. The 
manifestations clearly cr- 



ganized by Lieut, -clause h 
lasts /.h] half an hour. 

Major Loasralct 

Captain Piecwe. 

Manifestations against tur 

Captain Ghipponi 

A soldier of the hat- 

officers in a rotm cf the 


talioa of Shock 

Hotel Victoria. The soldiers 

Lieji. Guarensan 


of Shock battalion sa; : 


i 

1 

{ 

1 i 

are going for reinforcements, 
and tonight we will get rid of 
all those foreigners.’ The 
German Colonel, Thauv^e- 
nay, ha\ing declared that he 
is powerless to assure the 
security of the Allied officers 
at \Ieinel, as long as Shock’s 
battalion remains there, the 
Allied officers, under the 


: i 

\ 

i 

Command of Major U. S. 
Loustaiot, go on board the 
French ships, in the Alemel 
harbour. 

Lieut. \’aladon 

, i 

» Lt. Arnold, Control j 

At 16.45, German troops 

Lieut, Mannaz 

officer of Tilsitt 1 

threaten our troops from a 


Station. ^ 

train, with blows and gren- 


j Captain Platnen, i 

ades. Shots are fired. Cap- 


Chief of the 

tain Plamen urges on his 


1 Squadron of Lt. 

men. The German officer 


Cavalry', No. 18 of 

accompanying Col. von 


1 the Dicbitch Corps 

j 

j 

Luck, intervening, encour- 
ages the soldiers with a smile. 

Major Giraud 

, Lt. Schepper of the 1 

1 !Major Giraud, while proceed- 

I \’oiuntaiy Corps 

ing to ihe Control Bureau, is 


Petersdorf 

attacked by 30 German sol- 
diers, commanded by an 
officer; he is surrounded by 
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Date and 
Place 


Designation of the 
Allied Officers 


Designation of the 
Military Germans 
responsible 


Statement of the incidents 


1 2/2 Colonel Dosse Gen. von Ebcrhardl 

Station of Major Jocard Major von Tritsch 

Schavli Major Coriou [? Fritsch] 

Major Giraud 
Major Vanlande 
Major Keenen (A.B.) 

Capt. Jozan 
Lt. Messik (U.S.) 

Lt. Forster (A.B.) 

Lt. Martin-Prevel 

12/2 Major Coriou Lt. Hertmann 

Station of Major Pouvreau Control Assistant 

Schavli Major Giraud 

Capt. Chirossel 
Lt. Janvier 
Lt. Gladien 

12/2 Gen. Jukovski Escadrille 34 

Station of Col. Dosse Lt. Kredel 

Schavli Major Keenen (A.B.) 

Major Jocard 
Major Giraud 
Major Coriou 
Major Vanlande 
Capt. Chirossel 
Capt. Jozan 
Lt. Forster (A.B.) 

Lt. Martin-Prevel 


soldiers and menaced with 
fixed bayonets. Pushed 
about, and kicked, and 
thrown into the Kommand- 
antur Bureau, amid howling 
and threats of death. He is 
received by a young officer 
who listens to his declara- 
tions sneering. Capt. von 
Gordon, after trying in vain 
to calm the soldiers and Lt. 
Schepper, finally brings 
Major Giraud to his own 
residence. 

Nothing serious is done by 
Gen. von Eberhardt to as- 
sure the security of the 
Delegation. In the evening, 
the Delegation’s train is 
fired upon by machine-guns. 


On detached service with the 
Allied Officers, deserted his 
post. Has never done any- 
thing to assure the protec- 
tion of the Allied officers, 
constantly menaced. 

Gen. Jukovski and several 
Allied officers, having ap- 
proached the train contain- 
ing the material of the 
Escadrille 34, are immedi- 
ately menaced by rifles and 
machine-guns. The control 
of the material thus being 
rendered impossible, Ad- 
miral Hopmann suggests 
that the train should be con- 
voyed by an Allied officer. 
The Commanding Officer 
of the Escadrille w[arned] 
him that this officer would 
certainly be killed. The train 
started in spite of the orders 
given by the Control Officers, 
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Date and 
Place 

12/3 

Station at 
Tilsitt 


12/3 

Station of 
Schilany 


12/3 

Station of 
Schavli 


Designation of the 
Designation of the AHlitary Germans 

Allied Officers responsible 


Lt. Lloyd-Wilson 


English Lt. Sandels, 
of Kovno Mission 


Colonel Dosse 
Major Keenen 
Major Jocard 
Major Giraud 
Major Jozan 
Lt. Forster (A.B.) 
Lt. Martin-Prevel 
Lt. Messik (U.S.) 


Escadrille 34 
Li. Kredel 


German soldiers 


General von 
Eberhardt 
Major von Tritsch 
[?Fritsch] 


Statement of the incidents 

Lt. Lloyd-Wilson having ap- 
proached the train, trans- 
porting the Escadrille, is 
coarsely insulted by Lt. 
Kredel, who orders him 
away. Lt. Lloyd-Wilson 
goes to fetch the German 
Control Officer, and is fol- 
lowed by Lt. K[redel] and 
his men, who insult him. 
K[redel] seizes Lt. Lloyd- 
Wilson by the shoulders, 
tries to expel him and spits 
on him . . he places the 
machine-guns in position. 

Lt. Lloyd-Wilson having 
ord[ered] Kredel, in the 
[prejsence of a German 
Control Officer to abandon 
the machine-guns because 
they are [? not] included in 
the [re]gulation issue of the 
Escadrille [? is] again insulted 
and Kredel ref[?uses]. 

Passing through the station 
of Schilany, Lt. Sandels re- 
ceived a grenade, within a 
range of 15 meters, thrown 
by German soldiers, who 
cannot be identified. 

Before the departure of the 
Delegation’s train for Til- 
sitt, some German soldiers 
arrived with grenades, and 
are seen prowling around 
the train. General von 
Eberhardt, having taken no 
police measures, the officers 
of the Delegation organized 
their own defence by means 
of arms which the German 
Delegation [? which] is ac- 
companying them, had or- 
dered to be transmitted to 
them. These measures of 
security prevented incidents 
from occurring at the de- 
parture. 


The text here is uncertain. 
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Date and 
Place 

Designation of the 
Allied Officers 

Designation of the j 
Military Germans 
responsible 

12/4 

Major Coriou 

General von 

Station of 

Major Leveque 

Eberhardt 

Schavli 

Capt. Chirossel 

Capt. Buisson 

Lt. Gigonguilheme 

Lt. Gladien 

Lt. Janvier 

Major von Tritsch 
[?Fritsch] 

12/6 

French Captain 

Capt. Killac 

Station of 

Angelli 

Lt. Schumann of the 

Insterburg 

2nd Lt. Jacquemet 
of the Control 
Bureau of Inster- 
burg 

Kommandantur 


Statement of the incidents 


General von Eberhardt had 
agreed in writing to protect 
the Control Officers of 
Schavli. The car occupied 
by these officers had been 
attached to the Eberhardt 
train. About one o’clock in 
the morning, this car is de- 
tached, taken six hundred 
meters away from the Eber- 
hardt train, and attacked by 
several soldiers, with gren- 
ades. Most of the windows 
are broken, and it is only 
through luck that the gren- 
ades do not burst in the cars. 
Major Coriou having gone 
to protest and ask for pro- 
tection, an officer on duty 
answers him that the General 
and his Chief of Staff (Major 
von Tritsch [? Fritsch]) are 
sleeping and that it is impos- 
sible to wake them up. On 
the insistence of the German 
Delegation, the posts of 
Control of Schavli and 
Kurchany were withdrawn. 

About 9 o’clock p.m. a train 
of troops entered the station ; 
the soldiers gather in front 
of the rooms of the Control 
Offices. They threaten the 
latter with their arms. As 
the German officers of the 
Kommandantur do not in- 
tervene to calm the soldiers, 
the Control Officers are 
obliged to leave the station 
of Insterburg. 
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Appendix H to No. 49 
Document i 

Interallied Commission to the Baltic States tilsitt, Dec. 13^ ^9^9- 

203 s/e 

From; General Niessel. 

To : President of the Supreme Council 

I have the honour to enclose herewith translated copy of a letter which was 
addressed to me by a Delegation of Lithuanians of th^ territory of Memel. 

These documents indicate the terror felt by the unhappy Lithuanian population 
as a result of the troops of the Baltic districts being maintained at Memel contrary 
to promises made officially. The German military authorities have done every- 
thing possible to prevent any knowledge of the atrocities committed in Lithuania 
and Latvia becoming public. In the meantime the Lithuanians of Memel are 
becoming daily more aware of what they must expect from troops who are accus- 
tomed to live by looting and to spread terror in their path. For that matter, the 
soldiers themselves declare that they prefer not to return to Prussia as ‘the life 
there is much less agreeable’. 

The justified alarm of the Lithuanian inhabitants is easily explained by the 
arrival of troops whose hatred has become still more intense over the fury they feel 
for having been obliged to evacuate Lithuanian territory. 

The Lithuanians of Memel who drafted the letter referred to are Messrs. Jokub 
Stiklorus, Jonas Griga, Kristus Lemszas, and Giorgis Jagomastas, who were 
obliged to avoid giving their names through fear of reprisals. They informed me 
verbally that they are desirous of sending a Delegation to Paris if the Supreme 
Council would deign to receive them. 

In the event it is decided that one alone should have a hearing, it would be 
advisable to designate Mr. Jokub Stiklorus for the mission. 

Niessel. 


Document 2 

Interallied Commission to the Baltic States 

tilsitt, Dec, 75, igjg. 

Excellency: 

In the name of the Delegation of the Lithuanian territory of Memel, I take the 
liberty to express our warmest thanks for your intervention which resulted in the 
evacuation of the Baltic countries by the German troops, and the liberation of 
Greater Lithuania which is at last being accomplished. 

These Legions, as was recognized by Minister of War Noske, are made up of very 
dangerous elements who, for years, have been practising extortions in Lithuania. 

Instead of sending these troops back to their homes in Germany, they are 
allowed to occupy the territory on [? of] Memel. (Which they will inevitably put to 
sack as they did greater Lithuania.) 

For a long period already we have been awaiting in anguish for the time when 
the territory of Memel would be occupied by the Entente, thus putting an end to 
the German terror, but instead of this emancipation so long looked forward to we 
are now the victims of undisciplined hoards [hordes]. We are subjected to the 
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regime of a state of siege, and every movement in favour of our legitimate liberation 
is violently suppressed either by imprisonment or threats of death. (Doctor 
Guigelat.) 

In our distress we appeal to your Excellency, as Representative of the Entente, 
with the following supplication : 

‘Do the needful to cause an immediate evacuation of Smaller Lithuania by the 
Baltic troops, in order that we may not be abolished through terror and helpless- 
ness.’ 

II. May we be allowed to recall to Your Excellency that we are forced to 
remain Prussian Lithuanians against our wishes (we are nevertheless grateful that 
a small portion of our country to the north of Memel is at last officially liberated) 
because by far the greater part of the former territory of Lithuania, to the south of 
Memel, remains separated from us. In fact, not only the region to the north of 
Memel, but all the country included between Kurisches HafT, the Deime and the 
Pregel, with Darkemen, Goldap, Komenten, are a part of the former territory of 
Lithuania. The names of all the villages, cities, streams and lakes, as well as the 
mountains and hills, forests and districts are Lithuanian, and testify that they were 
a part of antique Lithuania, and consequently should in all justice be returned to 
Lithuania as Alsace-Lorraine was returned to France. 

Not only is it to the interest of Lithuania, but also to the entire Entente and the 
peace of the whole world, that Eastern Prussia, as ‘head’ of the monstrous ‘Prussian 
Militarism’, be sliced and cut to pieces in such a way that the Ermeland and 
Mazuria may go to Poland, and all the territory of former Lithuania to Lithuania, 
and that the remaining territory around Konigsberg be placed under the ad- 
ministration of the Entente. 


Appendix I to No. 49 

J^otefrom the Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies relative to action of Germans 
toward Officers of Allied Mission of Control 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 
ESH BULLETIN, NO. 62. 
December 30^ igig. 

Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies. 

Headquarters. 3rd Section. 

From: Marshal Foch. 

To: General Nudant, President, I.P.A.C., Cologne. 

Please transmit to the German Government the following communication from 
the Supreme Council: 

‘Frequently, officers and soldiers of the Interallied Commission, presided over by 
General Niessel, while exercising their mission of control, have been insulted and 
even attacked by German officers and soldiers. 

‘These outrages have been viewed with indifference and have sometimes even 
been committed in complicity with certain German authorities, to whom the task 
of assuring the security of the Allied personnel of control had been confided. 

‘Although they have already been the subject of verbal and written complaints 
addressed by General Niessel to Vice-Admiral Hopman, and although the German 
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Government has been ofHcially informed by a joint note, remitted December 6, to 
the Minister Noske, Berlin, by Colonel Dosse, Chief of Staff of General Niessel, 
they have, nevertheless, remained unpunished to this day. 

‘The German Government which might claim itself powerless in regard to 
undisciplined troops in the Baltic outside its frontiers, cannot, at a time when these 
troops are in its own territory, argue its powerlessness to cover unpardonable acts 
[j-fr] for which it is responsible. 

‘Consequently, the Allied and Associated Powers demand that it impose without 
delay the necessary penalties on the culprits, and inform the Interallied Commis- 
sion of Control, of the execution of the measures prescribed on this subject.’ 

Appendix J to No. 49 
Document i 


Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies. 

General Staff, No. 5848 

From: Marshal Foch. 

To: M. Clemenceau. 

Concording reports emanating from the French Military Mission in Berlin, and 
from various sources, point out, in Upper Silesia, a most disquieting situation 
created by the doings of the military party, with the toleration, if not under the 
secret protection, of the German Government. 

This situation, looked at from a military point of view, may be characterized as 
follows : 

1 , Concentrating in Upper Silesia of regular^ important and efficient military forces. 

The effective of these forces^ ^ largely exceeds the needs of the military situation 
and of the interior police. 

Their spirit, which is most ardent, is resolutely inclined towards resistance to the 
execution of the Treaty, by active propaganda in which Ludendorf himself seems 
to participate. Certain unities such as the Marine Brigade, are particularly 
feared by the populations, on account of their sentiments of hatred and violence. 

These forces, already too numerous, Avould be joined later by elements coming 
from the ‘Baltikum’ and whose bad character and want of discipline are well 
known.^^ 

2. Abnormal development of the Police Forces. 

Besides these regular troops, the Germans extend the organization of their 
‘police forces’ in a proportion which is in no way justified by the interior situation 
of the country. 

In fact, these police formations, becoming more numerous under different 
denominations (Sicherheitswehr, Biirgeivx^ehr, Reichswehrpolizei, etc.),^^ are 

^5 Note in original : This effective, estimated by certain information at 200,000 men, is 
not inferior, according to the most moderate calculations, to 80,000 men (effective provided 
for the Allied troops of Occupation: 12,000 men).’ 

Note in original: ‘It is to be noted that, according to the promises of the German 
Government, these elements were to be sent to Central Germany.’ 

^7 Note in original: ‘Not less than twelve different organizations are mentioned.’ 
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recruited among the demobilized soldiers, and can constitute, at the first sign, real 
unities of reinforcement of regular troops. 

3. Influx of demobilized men from the ^Baltikum\ 

Lastly, numerous demobilized men from the "Baltikum*, particularly from the 
Iron Division — and not natives of Upper Silesia, are reported in the country, 
■where they increase every day the ranks of the agitators. 

This situation calls for the attention of the Allied and Associated Governments. 

The concentration of such important forces, the presence of such active elements 
of agitation, the exalted sentiments by which they are agitated, may be the cause, at 
any moment, of serious incidents. 

In particular, it is to be feared that violence be exercised against the inhabitants 
during the evacuation pursuant to the going into force of the Treaty, that armed 
conflicts burst out with the Allied troops of occupation, and that the International 
Commission be thus, from the very beginning, placed before inextricable diffi- 
culties. 

In consequence, I deem it advisable to take this situation into account, as it 
involves the responsibility of Germany, and to invite the German Government to 
reduce without delay the force of their regular troops in Upper Silesia, as far as is 
consistent ^vith the maintenance of interior order. 

If you share this point of view, the Ambassador, Secretary General of the Peace 
Conference, might be directed to make to M. von Lersner, Chief of the German 
Delegation, a communication on this subject, based on the annexed Note. 

Document 2 

Note concerning the Situation in Upper Silesia 

The Allied and Associated Powers carefully observed the continual reinforce- 
ment of the regular forces of the so-called ‘police forces’ in Upper Silesia. 

The importance of those forces is justified neither by the needs of the military 
situation nor by the maintenance of order. 

Such a situation is inconsistent with the desire expressed by the German Govern- 
ment to loyally execute the clauses of the Treaty of Peace. 

On the other hand, the difficulties which occurred in Couiiand give reasons to 
fear that the German Government will be again powerless to control the events 
in Upper Silesia, after having permitted the elements of disorder to accumulate 
there. 

Consequently, the Allied and Associated Governments take note of the situation 
created in Upper Silesia, and wish to make clear to the German Government the 
responsibilities which are incumbent upon it, on that account. 

They deem that the following measures should be taken without delay in order 
to remedy this situation: 

1. Reduce the strength of the regular troops and police forces, at present in 
Upper Silesia, within the strict limit consistent with the maintenance of order and 
the safeguard of public and private property. 

2. Eliminate from the regular troops and police forces all the elements having 
been part of the ‘Baltikum' forces in 1919. 

3. Include, within the troops to be evacuated from Upper Silesia before the 
going into force of the Treaty, the Marine Brigade, the attitude of which is contrary 
to the pacification of the country. 
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4- Take all necessary measures to put a stop to the appeals to resistance addressed 
to the troops of occupation by certain parties. 

5. Oppose the influx, in Upper Silesia, of the demobilized men not native[s] of 
this country. 

The above various measures should be carried out as soon as possible, so that 
they may become fully effective as soon as the Peace Treaty is put into force. 

Appendix K to No. 49 

Note from the French Delegation on the situation in the Comitafs of Western Hungary 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN, NO. 64. 

December igig. 

. . . According^® to information received from the French representative at 
Vienna, and despite the fact that the Allied Generals at Budapest were notified of 
the resolution of the Supreme Council, the Mission whose formation was decided 
upon has never been constituted, and the Mag\’ar authorities have continued to 
exercise uncontrolled authority in the Comitats attributed to Austria by the Treaty 
of Saint-Germain. 

A continuation of this situation may entail serious drawbacks, as it favours the 
spreading of false news in the Hungarian Press tending to pretend that the Entente 
has not made a final decision in the matter. This situation also encourages the 
development of a propaganda in Hungary in favour of maintaining these Comitats 
under Magyar sovereignty, and it has been announced in Budapest that a ‘League 
of Western Hungary’ to organize this propaganda has been formed. There are 
even reasons to indicate that the Hungarian Delegation may attempt to present 
a proposal to the Peace Conference asking for a revision of the Saint-Germain 
Treaty. If, on the contrary, the Interallied Military Mission were sent to the 
territories in question it would show that the Allied and Associated Powers do not 
intend to have the provisions of a Treaty, signed scarcely three months, brought up 
again for discussion. 

Under these circumstances, it would be desirable to invite the Allied Generals 
at Budapest to immediately send the Military Mission, decided upon on October 2, 
to the Comitats attributed to Austria. 

Appendix L to No. 49 
Document i 

PARIS, Dec, 26, igig. 

From: The Secretary General of the Economic Commission. 

To: The Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

The Czecho-Slovakian Delegation has sent directly to the President of the 
Economic Commission, the two proposals, copies of which are hereto annexed.^® 

The first paragraph of this note recapitulated the decision taken in this matter by the 
Supreme Council on October 2, 1919: see Vol. I, No. 69, minute 8. 

The first of these proposals is printed as document 2 in this appendix; the second, 
described below, is not printed. 
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On account of the technical difficulties raised by those two proposals, the Com- 
mission was of the opinion that the first, concerning the exportation of Czecho- 
slovakian coal to Austria, should be submitted to the Commission dealing with 
this supply. 

The second suggests that, ‘in the Treaty of Peace with Hungary, the same ad- 
vantages should be recognized to Czecho-Slovakia as to the other Allied and 
Associated Powers, participating in the reparations, as far as concerns the proceeds 
of the liquidations of enemy properties in the new States’. For this purpose, the 
Gzecho-Slovakian Delegation proposes the suppression, in the Treaty with Hun- 
gary, of Article 267 of the Treaty of St. Germain, and the corresponding modifica- 
tion of Article 249. The Economic Commission is of the opinion that the attention 
of the Czecho-Slovakian Delegation should be called to the fact that, even if the 
modifications requested were granted, Czecho-Slovakia would not be, for this 
reason, entitled to utilize the proceeds of the liquidation, for the settlement of its 
reparations, as these proceeds can only be charged with indemnities pertaining to 
Gzecho-Slovakian property and credits in Hungary. 

The Secretary Gen' I of the Economic Commission to the Peace Qpnference: 

D. Serruys. 


Document 2 

Part X. Section I, Commercial Relations 
Chapter I. Regulation[s\y Taxes, and Customs Restrictions 
Consideration 

Article 224 of the Treaty of Saint-Germain pledges Czecho-Slovakia and Poland 
to maintain, during a certain period, a favourable duty regime for the exportation 
of coal to Austria, and even, until such times as a permanent settlement is reached, 
to take positive measures with a view to the provisioning of Austria with coal. 

As it appears that the Treaty with Hungary is to be, in general, drawn up 
according to the same principles as were applied in the drafting of the Saint- 
Germain Treaty, it seems probable that the Supreme Council will insert an analo- 
gous article in the Peace Conditions with Hungary. 

Now, the Czecho-Slovak Delegation wishes to call the following facts, pertaining 
to this question, to the attention of the Peace Conference: 

The coal consumption throughout all Hungary, before the war, amounted to 
about 15 million tons per year. The Hungarian mines furnished 10,200,000 tons 
towards this consumption; 2,8oo[? 000] tons were imported from Germany, 
especially from Upper Silesia, and about 1,500,000 was received from the Ostrau- 
Karvin Basin. A considerable proportion, at least 3,500,000 tons, of the total 
consumption, was destined for the needs of the former Hungarian territories, which 
now form part of the Czecho-Slovak Republic. More than 50% of the coal im- 
ported from Germany, and 75% of the importations from the Ostrau-Karvin 
Basin remained in Slovakia. The lignite required by this region was received at 
the rate of about 480,000 tons from Salgo-Tarjan, and 300,000 tons from Handlova. 

Under the present circumstances there only remains the Handlova mines in the 
territory of the Czecho-Slovak Republic, as the Salgo-Tarjan mines are included 
in the Hungarian territory. Now, these latter mines furnished about 480,000 tons 
of lignite per year to Slovakia, while the Ostrau-Karvin Basin exported only about 
200,000 tons of coal out of Czecho-Slovakia as it is now bounded. By considering 
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the difference in the caloric value of these two kinds of coal it is shown that, judging 
by the pre-war figures, the territories of former Hungary located outside of Czecho- 
slovakia w^ere at a considerable advantage in comparison wdth the latter. This 
expose shows clearly that Gzecho-Slovakia should not be expected to furnish the 
coal provision for Hungary. 

For these reasons the Czecho-Slovak Delegation takes the liberty of presenting 
the following 

Proposal: 

In the event that the insertion of an Article in the Peace Treaty with Hungary 
analogous with Article 224 in the Treaty of Saint-Germain ^v’ould be provided for^ 
the Czecho-Slovak Republic should not be included in the States that are to adopt 
measures mth a view^ to facilitating the provisioning of Hungary 'v\ith coal. 

No. SO 

H. D. 1 2 1.] J^otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. Pichor^s Room at the Quai d^Orsay, Saturday^ Jatiuaty 

igsOy at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: US. A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Great Britain: Capt. Lothian Small. France: M. 

Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Gdt. [j-zr] Macnamara, R.N., Mr. Malkin. 

France : General Weygand, General Le Rond, Admiral Le Vavasseur, 
Colonel Requin, M. Hermitte, M. Kammerer, M. Alphand, M. de 
Montille, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: C. Amiral Grassi, M. Stranieri, Cdt. Gabetti, M. Pilotti. 

I. The Council had before it a Note dated January i, 1920, from the Chair- 

man of the German Delegation to the Secretary General 
NegctmtiorswiththG^-^^^^ Conference (Appendix A). 

man Delegation concerning 

the Protocol Vige-Admiral Le VAVASSEUR Wished to draw the 

Council’s attention to one passage of the letter from 
Baron von Lersner. The Chairman of the German Delegation said that ‘the 
Allies, as M. Loucheur had recalled, must have reckoned on the existence in 
Germany of more than 700,000 tons of floating docks when drawing up their 
list’. This was a gratuitous suggestion on the part of Baron von Lersner. In 
the Allied negotiations with the Germans, no inclusive figure had ever been 
mentioned: the Germans had therefore no reason for saying that one had 
been fixed. When the naval experts decided to claim 400,000 tons of material 
of aU kinds to be handed over by Germany as reparation for the Scapa Flow 
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incident, the information at their disposal as to the material existing in 
German ports gave the approximate figure of 620,000 tons, and their claim 
was based on this figure. The difference between their calculation and those 
of the Germans was therefore due to the difference between 620,000 and 
520,000 and not between 700,000 and 520,000, He repeated that no maxi- 
mum figure was ever given during negotiations. 

M. Gambon agreed that the Allies must therefore maintain their figures. 
Baron von Lersner was ill: in order that blame for the delays in bringing the 
Treaty into force, for which the Germans were really to blame, might not be 
imputed to the Allies, M. Dutasta was prepared to go and visit him with 
M. Loucheur and would inform him that the Allies maintained their figures. 
It was important that the ensuing conversation should be carefully noted. 

M. Dutasta suggested leaving a memorandum with Baron von Lersner. 

Vice-Admiral Le Vavasseur said Commander Macnamara had drafted 
a note which might serve as a basis for drafting the memorandum. Its 
essential points were as follows : 

1. Baron von Lersner’s letter was inexact as far as floating dock tonnage 
was concerned. 

2. No figure from the inventories prepared by the Allied naval experts 
was communicated to the Germans during the conversations between them 
and the Allied naval experts. 

3. The chief subjects of discussion had been the 8o,ooo-ton dock at 
Hamburg and the two 50,000-ton docks reported at Danzig; these were, 
indeed, the two most remarkable cases of disagreement between the inven- 
tories supplied by the Allied experts and the German documents; but it was 
never said that the Allies adopted as their own other information communi- 
cated by the German delegates. Finally, the figure of 700,000 tons mentioned 
by M. Loucheur was given only by way of example and for comparison with 
the figure of 600,000 tons which also the Germans had given by way of 
example : neither figure was exact. 

M. Gambon thought that a document to this effect should be read to 
Baron von Lersner who would be asked to take note of it. 

It was decided: 

that in reply to the letter of January 1, 1920, from the Chairman of the 
German Delegation, the Secretary General of the Peace Conference should 
inform Baron von Lersner (who would he requested to take note of the 
fact) that, the Allies had never based their calculations upon the existence 
in Germany of 700,000 tons of floating docks, and that they maintained 
the figure of 624,000 tons. 

2. The Goxmcil had before it a note dated January 2, 1920, (Appendix B). 
Negotiations ttiith the GENERAL Le Rond reported that during recent con- 
German Dehgaiim con- versations the attitude of the German delegates had 
ceming the putting into obviously changed : they seemed to have understood that 
force of the Treaty Allies did not intend to make extravagant claims, 

but that, on the contrary, they keenly desired to disturb as little as possible 
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the life of those regions that were going to pass temporarily under their 
control. Nevertheless, the situation had hardly changed: the German Dele- 
gates had not full powers; they had to refer constantly to Berlin and 
could only express personal opinions. Fresh experts had been summoned to 
settle questions concerning the Allenstein and Marienwerder territories, and 
to deal with questions of a military nature arising out of the relief of German 
troops by Allied contingents. M. von Simson had also pointed out that a 
series of problems remained to be settled concerning Memel and Danzig 
as well as the working of boundary commissions, and that it was also neces- 
sary to conclude the German-Polish negotiations begun in Berlin; finally, 
he had drawn the attention of the Allies to the Slesvig questions. M. von 
Simson had also asked what procedure the Allies had in mind for the several 
Commissions taking over their functions — he meant the Interallied Rhine- 
land High Commission, the Military, Naval and Air Control Commissions,, 
and the Reparation Commission; did they intend merely to notify Germany 
that the authority of these Commissions had come into force or to negotiate 
with her on the matter? He must say that the German delegates seemed 
merely to expect notification on the part of the Allies. 

With regard to the organization of boundary commissions, he thought it 
would be sufficient to give M. von Simson the text of the instructions and 
note already approved by the Supreme Council.^ With the Council’s per- 
mission he would do this. The Chairman of the German Delegation had also 
asked him whether the Allies intended to summon the German members of 
these Commissions to Paris. That was a question which had still to be de- 
cided. As far as the settlement of Slesvig questions was concerned, there was 
a Commission on the spot to take all the necessary steps. M. von Simson 
was, however, not aware whether the German representatives had ratified 
the agreement prepared by it. In this connection he would point out to the 
Council that the Danish Minister had been very much disturbed by the 
news published in the press that the cost of upkeep of troops of occupation in 
plebiscite zones would be charged to the States to whom the territory was 
attributed. He pointed out that, as far as Slesvig was concerned, the Treaty 
expressly provided for the division of these expenses between Germany and 
Denmark. Obviously, a decision of the Supreme Council could not be carried 
out in contradiction of an article of the Treaty, and, moreover, the decision 
in question referred only to the plebiscite territories of eastern Germany. 

With regard to Memel, M. von Simson pointed out that Germany would 
be justified in withdrawing her officials. This was true and might certainly 
cause an awkward state of aflTairs. He therefore thought it would be well to 
conclude an arrangement prepared on the Allied side by a special commission 
working on the following bases : (a) temporary retention of office by German 
officials with all their existing guarantees; (6) retention of the existing and 
creation of a higher jurisdiction; (r) retention of German legislation; {d) 
delivery to the AUies of property belonging to the Reich or to Prussia; 
[e) provisional retention of the economic and financial status quo, 

* See Vol. I, No. 74, note 6. 
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Similarly, it would be well to make arrangements concerning German 
officials and seiwices in Danzig. 

M. von Simson did not object in principle to the provisions making the 
German Government responsible for the upkeep of offices responsible for 
disbursement of public monies in plebiscite territories. The German dele- 
gates even seemed ready to advance the necessary funds for the troops of 
occupation. 

He would be grateful if the Council would kindly give him instructions on 
the points still in dispute. He recalled the fact that, as far as Upper Silesia 
and the Allenstein and Marienwerder territories were concerned, negotia- 
tions were proceeding (replies from Berlin were awaited) and that the 
German-Polish negotiations were beginning that very day. 

Mr. Wallace asked whether the questions enumerated by General Le 
Rond must be settled before the signature of the Protocol. 

General Le Rond replied that they must be settled but that could be done 
in a very few days. 

M. Gambon asked General Le Rond to be good enough to enumerate each 
of the questions still remaining to be settled : so that the Council might come 
to decisions upon them one by one. 

General Le Rond said the first question was as follows : ought they merely 
to notify the German Government of the assumption of office of the Inter- 
allied Rhineland High Commission, the Military, Naval and Air Control 
Commissions and the Reparation Commission, or should they enter into 
negotiations on the subject? 

General Weygand reminded the Council that this point had already 
been settled. Germany had already been informed that the Control Com- 
missions would act officially from the coming into force of the Treaty and 
that from that time the delegations which those Commissions already had in 
Berlin would have power to act on behalf of the Commissions. 

M. Cambon stated that in the opinion of the Council there was no need to 
enter into negotiations with the Germans concerning the assumption of 
office by the Commissions just enumerated; notification would be sufficient. 

General Le Rond said that the second point was the transfer of sovereignty 
in Memel; should a special commission prepare a separate arrangement on 
this subject? 

M. Gambon thought that the commission might at the same time prepare 
an arrangement for Danzig. He asked whether a special commission must 
be constituted. 

M. SciALOjA proposed that the task should be entrusted to the Commission 
on Polish Affairs. 

General Le Rond agreed on condition that the Commission might co-opt 
any experts whose opinion it considered necessary. 

M. Cambon accepted this solution on behalf of the Council. 

As for arrangements which the Slesvig Commission might have made with 
the German authorities, there was nothing for them to decide; it was merely 
a matter of asking Copenhagen for information. 
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General Le Rond, referring to the organization of boundar>^ commissions, 
believed he was right in thinking that the Council had no objection to his 
transmitting a copy of the instructions approved on October 15^ to M. von 
Simson; but ought they to summon the German members of those commis- 
sions to Paris? 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what was the object of holding the meeting in 
Paris. To him the question seemed essentially a technical one. 

General Le Rond replied that it was a question of coming to an under- 
standing as to working methods. It was for this reason and because the same 
methods must be universally applied that they had not granted the claim 
made by the Belgian Government that the members of the German-Belgian 
Boundary Commission should meet at Brussels. 

M. SciALOjA was of opinion that the German representatives should be 
summoned. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed that this would be better. 

General Le Rond suggested alternative solutions ; either the Allies should 
come to an agreement and when this was done, appoint a meeting place with 
the Germans, or they should summon the Germans to Paris. 

M. Gambon offered a third solution: the Allies could come to an agreement 
at Paris and, once that was done, summon the Germans. It was most essential 
that they should be in agreement before the Germans took part in their dis- 
cussions. 

(The Council accepted this proposal.) 

General Le Rond said there remained the Saar question; Colonel Requin 
would lay it before the Council. 

Colonel Requin recalled the fact that, in a letter dated December 28, 
Baron von Lersner had raised the question of the regime to be applied during 
the transition period preceding the formation of the Government Commission 
for the Saar. The German delegation thus admitted that there would be a 
transition period; but it was of opinion that the armistice regime could not be 
retained during that period. On this point they were in perfect agreement 
with the Germans. The French Government and Marshal Foch had never 
spoken of an armistice regime properly so called ; but they considered that 
the present regime though possibly relaxed to some extent must be retained. 
It would, indeed, be impossible to restore the government of the Saar terri- 
tory to the Germans, since, as soon as the Treaty came into force, the French 
administration would take possession of the mines under the terms of the 
Treaty itself. Control by the military authority in occupation was therefore 
essential. It was nevertheless clear that the present regime could be relaxed 
to such extent as did not prejudice the safety of the troops and on condition 
that no undertaking was given calculated subsequently to impair the free- 
dom of action of the governing Commission. Marshal Foch had already 
given instructions to that effect. It was none the less certain that questions 
of detail would have to be settled with the German authorities, since the 
bonds uniting the German Saar administration with the Treves and Spire 

673 


ll XX 



authorities were severed with the coming into force of the Treaty. Baron von 
Lersner proposed that they should negotiate on the matter with the chief 
administrator of Coblenz. They thought it better to return to the first solu- 
tion proposed by the Germans themselves, that the necessary powers for 
these negotiations should be given to a Saar official. At the beginning of 
occupation and indeed for several months, the French authorities, with the 
consent of the German authorities, had dealt with a Saar official entitled the 
Verwaltungsprasident. It had certainly been necessary to expel the official 
in question on account of the part he had played during the recent strikes, 
but there was nothing to prevent the retention of the same system. It would 
therefore be well to reply to Baron von Lersner explaining the Allied point 
of view on the question of principle and indicating that questions of detail 
would be settled with a Saar official properly accredited by the German 
authorities. 

Sir Eyre Crowe had no objections to make to this proposal. 

Mr. Wallace could make no statement without special instructions from 
his Government- 

In this connection he wished to say that, in view of the present political 
situation in the United States, his Government was very anxious that the 
minutes should leave no doubt as to the attitude adopted by the American 
delegate. On December 20, a resolution was adopted on which he had made 
a formal reservation. Nevertheless, the Note provided for in that resolution 
and despatched, embodying [sic] in the text the formula ‘the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers’. He asked that that formula should not be 
used in any document to which the American Government had not given its 
explicit consent. 

M. Cambon said that the observations made by Mr. Wallace would be 
noted in the minutes. 

Colonel Requin said that they must therefore define three points in the 
reply: i. retention in principle of control of local administration by the 
military authority; 2. relaxation of the military regime as far as possible; 
3. settlement of questions of detail by negotiations between the French 
authorities and a Saar official accredited by the German Government. 

General Weygand wished to point out, in connection with the observa- 
tion made by Mr. Wallace, that there was no question of innovation: the 
Council had already decided while Mr. Polk was sitting on it that the existing 
regime should be retained in the Saar territory after the coming into force 
of the Treaty and until the constitution of the Government Commission: 

It was decided: 

1 . that there was no need to enter into negotiations with the German 

Government concerning the entry into office of the Inter-Allied 
Rhineland High Commission, the Military, Naval and Air Control 
Co mm issions and the Reparation Commission; the entry into force 
of these Commissions would merely be notified. 

2 . that the Commission on Polish Affairs, which was authorized to co-opt 

any experts it might consider of use, should, as quickly as possible, 
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prepare draft arrangements with the German Government concern- 
ing the transfer of sovereignty in Memel and Danzig. 

3. that General Le Rond should communicate to M. von Simson the text 

of the instructions and of the Note for the boundary commissions as 
approved by the Supreme Council, and that the German members of 
those Commissions should be summoned to Paris when agreement 
had been reached between the AlHed representatives to those Com- 
missions on aU questions to be settled. 

4. that, with regard to the regime of the Saar territory after the coming 

into force of the Treaty and before the nomination of the Govern- 
ment Commission, the Chairman of the German Delegation should 
be informed: (a) that the control of local administration by the 
military authority was in principle retained ; (b) that the regime of 
military occupation would be relaxed as far as possible; (c) that 
questions of detail w’ould be settled by negotiations between the 
French authorities and a Saar oflS.cial properly accredited by the 
German Government. 

Mr. ^Vallace would refer the last paragraph of the present resolution 

to Washington for instructions from his Government. 


3. The Council had before it a note dated January 3, 1920, from the 
Prisoners of War Commission (Appendix C^). 

Powers of the Alphand read and commented upon the text of the note 

from the Commission. 

Mr, Wallace said that as there had been no American 
delegate on the Commission, he must reserve his opinion. 

After a short discussion it was decided: 


Prisoners of War 
Commission 


1. That the Commission for the Repatriation of Prisoners of War estab- 

lished by Article 215 of the Treaty of Versailles should be authorized, 
on meeting the Germans, to settle with them various questions 
connected with repatriation, in particular those concerning the cost 
of repatriation, the search for missing men, the restoration of articles 
and valuables belonging to prisoners of war. 

2. That those questions which were not inserted in the chapter on Repara- 

tions should be settled independently of the Commission.^ The 
various delegations to the Prisoners of War Commission shoxdd 
nevertheless keep in touch and act in agreement with delegates for 
relevant matters on the Reparation Commission. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the last paragraph of the present resolution 
to Washington for instructions from his Government. 


4. Sir Eyre Crowe recalled the fact that at a previous meeting he had 
. stated that Mr, Lloyd George’s coming visit to Paris 

might be such as would alter the views of the British 
Government concerning the agenda for the first meeting 
of the Council of the League of Nations. At the present meeting he wished 


2 Not printed. This note submitted the two proposals adopted by the Supreme Council. 

3 The text here is defective. In the proposal submitted by the Commission on Prisoners 
of War this phrase read ‘independently of tlie action of the Reparations Commission’. 
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to inform the Supreme Council that this circumstance had in no way changed 
the opinion of his Government, which still thought that the nomination of 
the Saar Boundary Commission alone should appear in the agenda for the 
first meeting, the fixing of the agenda for the following meetings being left to 
the Council of the League. 

M. Berthelot said that as nothing was changed in the previous decision 
of the Supreme Council, they had only still to decide the date of the convo- 
cation of the Council. Had Sir Eyre Crowe any information concerning the 
wish, said to have been expressed by Sir Eric Drummond, for the postpone- 
ment of the first meeting for several days in order to give more solemnity to 
the occasion? 

Sir Eyre Crowe knew nothing about this. In any case Sir Eric Drum- 
mond was not competent to express the views of the Government; he only 
represented the Secretariat. 

M. Mantoux added that, on account of the political election to be held in 
France from January ii to 17, M. Leon Bourgeois-* would also like the first 
meeting to be postponed. 

M. Berthelot considered that there could obviously be no difficulty in 
holding the first meeting of the Council only several days after the coming 
into force of the Treaty. 

M. SciALOjA asked what day was arranged for the Treaty coming into 
force. He had been summoned for January 6. 

M. Berthelot said that that was the date chosen at first, but the delay in 
the negotiations with the German delegates would necessitate postponing 
it for several days. 

Mr. Wallace wished to inform the Council of the views of his Govern- 
ment on the matter. Mr. Wallace read the note which appears as Appen- 
dix D. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered that it was for them to find the most practical 
method. If he understood aright, the convocation would take place in two 
phases : the President of the United States would issue the official convoca- 
tion when he knew the day and hour fixed for the meeting; but before that, 
it would be well to inform the Powers represented on the Council of the 
League unofficially that the meeting would take place at an early date to be 
definitely fixed later. It would be best for this unofficial notice to be sent to 
the Powers concerned by the President of the Conference or the Secretariat- 
General. An in-vitation would then be given by telegraph in a form chosen 
by President Wilson. 

M. Gambon promised to inform the Government of the United States as 
soon as the Council had decided on a date for the meeting. 

It was decided: 

that the Secretariat-General of the Conference should unofficially inform 
the Powers represented on the Cormcil of the League of Nations that the 
first meeting of the Council would take place a few days after the coming 

M. Bourgeois was elected President of the French Senate on January 14, 1920, and was 
Chairman of the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations on January 16, 1920. 
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into force of the Treaty, and should indicate in his [sfcj communication that 
the official convocation would be sent to those Powers by the President of 
the United States. 

5. The Council had before it a telegram dated December 29, 1919, from 
Evacuation of civilian General Franchet d'Esperey (Appendix E). 

population from districts M. Kammerer read and commented upon the tele- 
abandoned by Denikinas gram from General Franchet d’Esperey. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was not in a position to express an 
opinion on the question. He doubted whether the British Government 
would be prepared to authorize an Allied authority to take charge of the 
evacuation and to have the Allies themselves bear the costs of evacuation. 
He thought this a dangerous step to take. 

M. Kammerer suggested in that case giving pow’ers of direction to the 
Allied agents on the spot. The Bolsheviks advanced on Odessa six months 
ago, and everybody was convinced that the occupation of the town would 
only be temporary: departure was therefore rendered easy. At present things 
were different and there was no advantage to be gained by encouraging 
emigration; it was nevertheless certain that thousands would [?dis]embark 
at Constantinople, and they could not be left to die of hunger. 

M. Cambon pointed out that the Western Powers had also very important 
material interests in those districts and the large quantities of military and 
naval material which risked falling into Bolshevist hands must also be taken 
into account. 

M. Kammerer thought that there was no need for special instructions on 
this point. General Denikin or the Allied militaiy authorities would do what 
was necessary. Their concern was with individuals. It must be explained to 
General Denikin that there was no need to evacuate many people ; but it was 
hard to be indifferent to the laws of humanity. 

Sir Eyre Crowe recalled the fact that at the time of the evacuation of 
northern Russia, Russians were not allowed to embark for Europe. 

M. Kammerer agreed, but thought the situation in the present case some- 
what different. They had had several months in which to prepare the evacua- 
tion; also, as events had proved, the northern districts were not really 
threatened by the Bolshevist armies. At Odessa they would have to antici- 
pate vengeance on the part of the Bolsheviks ; many people would flee, but 
the whole question was, what was to become of them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe would have to consult his Government. 

The rest of the discussion was adjourned. 

6. A Report dated December 31, 1919, from the Central Territorial Com- 

Occupation of the Buk was laid before the Council (Appendix Fs). 

District by Greek troops After a short discussion it was decided : 

1. that Greece should be authorized immediately to occupy the Buk 
bridgehead allocated to her by Article 27 of the Treaty of Neuilly. 

5 Not printed. This brief report recommended the proposals adopted by the Supreme 
Council. 
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2. General Franchet d’Esperey would be informed of this decision and 
would take the necessary executive measures. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for instruc- 
tions from his Government.) 

7- 

Requests for the opinion of [Not printed]^ 

the Drafting Committee on 
interpretation of the Treaty 


8. Sir Eyre Crowe recalled to the Council that Marshal Foch had sug- 
gested sending General Niessel to Esthonia on behalf of the 
Situation of Allied Powers to negotiate an arrangement between the 
u enic s rmy Government and General Yudenitch. He has [.rzV] 

asked the opinion of his Government on this suggestion. The British Govern- 
ment thought that the Niessel mission could hardly be of great utility. 
Yudenitch’s army was gradually being absorbed by the Esthonian Army. 
That was a quite natural development in which it was better not to interfere. 
If the Allies approved of this progressive absorption there was no need to send 
a special mission. It would be enough if the Allied representatives at Reval 
informed the Esthonian Government that the Allied Powers were not op- 
posed to its thus engaging in its service elements of Yudenitch’s Army: non- 
commissioned ranks would be absorbed first of allj but the same thing might 
well happen in the case of the officers. 

M. Gambon said that Marshal Foch had informed the Council that he was 
recalling General Niessel to Paris to await fresh instructions from the 
Supreme Council. Under those circumstances and as the matter did not 
seem urgent, he proposed that it should be adjourned till Monday, 7 

The rest of the discussion was adjourned. 

The meeting then adjourned. 

® The Supreme Council considered a brief note from the Drafting Committee, dated 
January 2, 1920 (appendix G in original), reporting that the Czechoslovak delegation had 
asked it for ‘information as to the interpretation of certain articles of the Treaty of Saint 
Germain’, and inquiring whether it was authorized to give such interpretations. After a 
short discussion ‘it was decided that without ad hoc permission from the Supreme Council 
the Drafting Committee was not authorized to give to delegations which might apply to it, 
interpretations of clauses of the Treaties’. 

7 January 5, 1920. 


678 



Appendix A to No. 50 

Jsfote of January i9i9\j926\^Jrom German Delegation to Supreme Council 

regarding delivery of Floating Docks on basis of 624^2^5 tons 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 77. 

January 3, ig2o. 

The President of the German Delegation. paris, January /, ig2o. 

No. A 1782. 

From : Baron von Lersner. 

To: The Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

Being, on account of a cold, confined to bed for three days, by order of the 
doctor, and unable to visit you personally, I should like to communicate imme- 
diately, to your Excellency, a written summary of the remarks of my Government, 
concerning the estimate of our tonnage of floating docks, indicated in the document 
which was remitted to me, on behalf of the President of the Peace Conference. 

According to the data of our technical Commission, the estimate of the tonnage 
made by the Germans has been, in the meetings held with the Allies, examined in 
detail, discussed thoroughly and found in accordance with the Allied estimates. 
The Allies did not assert that we mentioned docks not carried in their statement; 
they merely indicated that a large floating dock of 80,000 tons at Hamburg and 
two floating docks of about 50,000 tons at Dantzig, were omitted in the German 
list. Consequently, the Allies, as M. Loucheur remembered, were obliged to base 
their estimate on the existence in Germany of more than 700,000 tons of floating 
docks. 

The amount, 624,275 tons, of German floating docks has never been indicated 
to our technical Commission or to myself. We were obliged to count, therefore, 
that the Allies calculated our floating tonnage as being over 700,000 tons. If, 
therefore, as I have said several times to your Excellency and to M. Loucheur, 
during our last confidential conversations, our tonnage of floating docks really 
existing is in accordance with the German valuation, we should not have to 
deliver more than our last offer of 30,000 tons of tonnage to be built, but, on the 
contrary, notably less. 

Please accept. 


Appendix B to No. 50 
Document i 

Negotiations with the German Delegation relative to the coming into force of the 

Treaty of Versailles 

January p, 1920, 

Note to the Supreme Council 

In the course of the Conference of December 30th and 31st, 1919, and of 
January ist, 1920 between General Le Rond, assisted by Messrs. Rennie and Pavia, 
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and the German Delegation, presided over by Mr. von Simson, the question rela- 
tive to first duties of the Interallied Commissions in the plebiscite territories were 
taken up, except the questions which the German Delegation had not the necessary 
experts in Paris to examine. 

At the conclusion of the Conference of January ist, Mr. von Simson remarked 
that, in connection with the Eastern frontiers of Germany, the questions referred to 
in Paragraph 4 of the Note of the Supreme Council, dated November i, 1919, 
which was addressed to the German Government, relative to the operations of the 
Delimitation Commissions, were still unsettled, as well as the conclusion of the 
negotiations between Poland and Germany which were opened in Berlin, and 
which, according to the Supreme Council, were to be concluded in Paris. 

Mr. von Simson then asked what action would be taken relative to the questions 
enumerated in the following paragraphs of the note above referred to : 

1. Assuming of duties by the Interallied High Commission on Rhenish terri- 
tories. 

2. Assuming of duties by the Military, Naval, and Aeronautic Delegations. 

3. Assuming of duties by the Reparations Commission. 

4. Transfer of Government in the Saar Basin. 

Mr. von Simson remarked that, concerning the questions i, 2 and 3, he did not 
believe it necessary to open a discussion, but insisted particularly upon the neces- 
sity of regulating certain problems presented in question 4. 

Pursuant to these remarks the German Delegation addressed two notes, copies 
of which are hereto annexed, to General Le Rond on January 2. 


Document 2 


German Peace Delegation. 

PARIS, January 2, igso. 

From: von Simson. 

To : General Le Rond. 

The Note of the Allied and Associated Governments, under date of November i, 
1919, in enumerating the questions to be settled before the entry into force of the 
Peace Treaty, by the Representatives of the Allies, mentions the transfer of Govern- 
ment in the Saar Basin. 

The German Delegation requests that a meeting be called in which this subject 
may be treated. During the meeting it would be desirable, in particular, to deter- 
mine the manner in which the administration of the territory is to be conducted 
until such times as the Commission to be appointed by the Council of the League 
of Nations will be in a position to take over the Government. 

At the same time the German Delegation would be grateful for information 
concerning the statutes relative to the rights of the officials and employees of the 
State coal exploitation in the Saar Basin, who will enter the service of the French 
State. The elaboration of the statutes was promised by the French Delegates at 
the time of the Saarbruck negotiations during the month of August. In the interest 
of the officials and employees concerned, who are in a justified state of unrest, it 
would appear particularly necessary to reach an agreement as soon as possible 
relative to the conditions under which they are to enter the service of the French 
State. 

Accept, etc. 
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Document 3 

German Peace Delegation. 

PARIS3 January 2^ rg 2 o. 

From : von Simson. 

To : General Le Rond. 

The Note of the Allied and Associated Governments, under date of November i, 
igig, in enumerating the subjects to be settled by the Representatives of the 
German Government together with the Representatives of the Allies, mentions 
among other things the labours of the Delimitation Commissions \vhich are to be 
assembled within a period of fifteen days after the entry into force of the Peace 
Treaty. This refers to the Commissions which are instructed to fix the German- 
Belgium frontier; the Saar Basin frontier; the German-Polish frontier; the frontier 
of the future free city of Dantzig, and that of the Gzecho-Slovak State. 

The German Delegation requests that a conference be arranged in order that the 
manner in which the labours of these Commissions is to be conducted may be 
settled. At the same time, the German Delegation would be grateful for a list of 
the names of the members of the Delimitation Commissions. 

Accept, etc. 


Appendix D to No. 50 


AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS, 
January 2, ig 20 . 

Memorandum : 

The Government of the United States regrets that owing to the present political 
situation of America not to [jzV] be able to send the preliminary notice as proposed 
in the resolution of November loth.® 

It might, however, be possible for the Department of State to verbally inform in 
W^ashington the diplomatic representatives of the Nations represented on the 
Council of the League of Nations. 

In the event that this procedure were not considered advisable, it is proposed 
that M, Clemenceau, in his quality of President of the Peace Conference send 
notice to the Nations represented on the Council of the League that President 
Wilson will call the first meeting of the Council immediately after the going into 
efiFect of the Treaty by virtue of the deposit of ratifications by three of the Allied and 
Associated Powers and by Germany. 

The Department of State would like to know if it is desired that the preliminary 
notice be given by the Department of State or by M. Clemenceau ; and desires to 
know: 

The hour, the date and the exact place where it is desired to have the meeting 
take place. 

The President intends to send the convocation in the following sense : 

Tn compliance wdth article Five of the Covenant of the League of Nations which 
went into effect at the same time as the Treaty of Versailles of June 28th, igig, of 
which it is a part, the President of the United States, acting on behalf of those 
nations which have deposited their instruments of ratification in Paris as certified 

8 See No. 18, minute 6. 
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in a proces-verbal to agreement of by [sic] the French Government dated (....) 
has the honour to inform the Government of ... . that the first meeting of the 
Council of the League of Nations will be held in Paris on (date). 

The President earnestly ventures the hope that the Government of ... . 
will be in a position to send a representative to this first meeting. He feels that it 
is unnecessary for him to point out the deep significance attached to this meeting 
or the importance which it must assume in the eyes of the world. 

'It will mark the beginning of a new era in international cooperation and the 
first step toward the ideal concert of nations. It will bring the League of Nations 
into being as a living force devoted to the task of assisting the peoples of all coun- 
tries in their desire for peace, prosperity and happiness. The President is convinced 
that its progress will accord with the noble purposes to which it is dedicated.’ 

If this draft meets with the approval of the Supreme Council, the hour, date and 
the place of meeting should be added at the end of the first paragraph. 


Appendix E to No. 50 

Telegram from General Franchet (TEsperey of December sg regarding situation 
on Denikinas Army Front 


French Delegation. 


AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 
ESH BULI.ETIN NO. 76. 
January xg 20 , 

CONSTANTINOPLE, December sg, igig. 


The present situation on the Denikin Army front^ indicates that an impor- 
tant percentage of the civil population will attempt to escape from the Bolshevists 
by sea. 

On account of the disorder and the lack of resources at the disposal of the Russian 
authorities the care of these refugees will devolve upon the Allies, as they cannot 
allow them to die of hunger. 

It is impossible to receive them at Constantinople, as the city is overpopulated 
now and the cost of living is very dear, without incurring the risk of famine and 
epidemic. I will investigate locally to what extent the Serbians and Bulgarians can 
come to our assistance. 

I have already taken the matter up with the High Commissioners of the Allies 
and the British Command, but I am of the opinion that the question cannot be 
satisfactorily regulated unless the Supreme Council agrees : 

1 . to appoint a supreme Allied authority to ensure the conduct of the affair, 
as a centrali zat ion^o f authority is necessary in order to avoid the hesitancies and 
difficulties which occi!H?¥€d last spring. 

2. to fix the share eacH\Power must contribute towards the expenses. In my 
opinion, all the Great Poweits and Greece should participate in the expenses. 

I would be grateful to hav^ this question examined at once by the Supreme 
Council. 


9 Gf. No. 5'f, appendices D and E. 
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No. 51 


H. D. 122.] J^oies of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M, PichorCs Room^ Quai d^ Or say ^ Paris ^ Monday^ January 

rg20^ at 10.30 a.ra. 

Present: U.SA.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M, Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Great Britain: Gapt. Lothian Small. France: M. de 
Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M, Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Gmdr. Lucas, R.N., Gmdr. Macnamara, R.N., Lt. Col. 

Kisch, Mr. IMalkin, IMr. Herman, Mr. Millington Drake. 

France: A-I. Gambon, 'Kl. Loucheur, M. Leygues, Gen. Weygand, 
Gen. Le Rond, M. Laroche, M. Seydoux, Adi. Le Vavasseur, 
M. Kammerer, M. Fromageot, M. Hermitte, M. Arnavon, M. de 
Montille, Gapt. Roper. 

Italy: Gen. Gavallero, Vice-Adi. Grassi, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka. 

I . M. Loucheur stated that at the preceding meeting of the Council he had 

explained the state of the negotiations with the German 
State of negotiations Delegation concerning the tonnage claimed by the 
with the German Dele- German Delegation had sent a telegram to 

protocol and the coming ^^rhn explammg that the 180,000 tons of docks which 
into force of the Treaty had been over-estimated by the Allies would be deducted 
from the figure of 400,000 tons originally claimed. That 
telegram did not take into account the error on the other side committed by 
the Allies, who had not reckoned the 8o,ooo tons, whose existence had been 
revealed by the German inventory. The point of view adopted in that tele- 
gram could not evidently be accepted by the Allies. Had it been admitted 
the 400,000 tons claimed would have been reduced to only 220,000. 
M. Dutasta and himself had explained to M. von Lersner that they could 
not accept the point of view of the German Delegation. M. von Lersner had 
then proposed as a compromise a draft which implied that the reduction 
agreed to by the Allies could not exceed 150,000 tons. The total amount to 
be surrendered by the Germans would thus have been 250,000 tons. They 
had then said to M. von Lersner that that figure seemed to them too small 
for the Council to accept it. After a rather long discussion, M. von Lersner 
had proposed the following draft: 

'From the 400,000 tons of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and 
dredges claimed by the Allies, there will therefore be deducted such ton- 
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nage of floating docks as, after verification, shall be found to appear in the 

Interallied inventory by mistake — tonnage which therefore does not in 

reality exist. That reduction, however, will not exceed a total of 125,000 

tons.’ 

They had reserved their reply; but upon thinking it over they proposed 
that the Council accept that text, which constituted a very acceptable basis 
of compromise. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if he understood aright that text would 
guarantee to the Allies a minimum of 275,000 tons with the possibility of 
obtaining more. 

M. Lougheur agreed that that was so in principle; but they should not 
conceal the fact that it was very unlikely that they would obtain a larger 
figure. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether it were necessary to arrive at a definite 
decision on that very day, or whether he might consult his Government on 
the proposed figure. 

M. Clemenceau said that naturally if Sir Eyre Crowe expressed the desire 
to consult his Government, they could not take an immediate decision; 
the question, however, was urgent, and it was advisable to have it finally 
decided. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the French Government accepted the 
text proposed by M. Loucheur. 

M. Clemenceau replied that it did. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in that case he also would accept it. 

M. Lougheur stated that it would be wise to add in the last paragraph of 
the draft letter to the German Delegation, after the words — ‘The 192,000 
tons proposed by the German Government’ — the following phrase : ‘And of 
which the list was submitted when the technical commissions discussed the 
subject.’ 

It was a pure question of form but that addition would be useful to obviate 
all chance of misunderstanding. 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft letter to the Chairman of the German Delegation 
contained in Appendix A, with the following addition : ‘and of which the 
list was submitted when the technical commissions discussed the subject.’ 
That sentence should be placed in the first sentence of the last paragraph 
of the draft letter, after the words: ‘The AUied and Associated Powers add 
that the 192,000 tons proposed by the German Government . . 

(Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
instructions of his Government.) 

General Le Rond said that the Commission over which he presided had 
had two interviews with the German Delegates since the last meeting of the 
Council. Questions which it was absolutely important to solve before the 
coming into force of the Treaty were those concerning, on the one hand 
the transmission of administrative powers, and on the other, economic affairs. 
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On the first point agreement had practically been reached, but certain 
economic questions had been referred back to the Reparation Commission. 

With regard to the situation of the plebiscite territories, their point of view 
had been given to the German Delegates in all its details four days before. 
The Germans had referred the question to Berlin. It was hoped that the 
reply of the German Government would arrive either on that or the following 
day. 

Concerning the evacuation by German troops of the territories subject to 
plebiscite, the Germans had not been able to furnish any precise information. 
They had endeavoured to draw the negotiations to Berlin, but on account of 
the Allies’ definite refusal they had declared that they would send for experts 
and the arrival of these was imminent. On questions which affected Poland, 
they had asked the advice of the Reparations Commission, and they hoped 
that the latter would communicate to them its opinion in as short a time as 
possible. As a matter of fact, it was only a question of finding out whether 
the Reparations Commission accepted the texts which they had proposed. 

AVith regard to Memel and Dantzig, the Supreme Council had decided at 
its last meeting that the Commission on Polish Affairs would be charged with 
preparing the draft agreement with the German Government concerning 
the transfer of sovereignty over those territories. 

M. Clemengeau said that it was important that the Commission on Polish 
Affairs submit to the Council a draft at its next meeting. 

General Le Rond remarked that besides the questions which he had just 
enumerated there remained to be settled the one relating to transportation 
and that of the strength of the troops of occupation, which had been raised 
by a recent letter of M. von Lersner. (Appendix D.) ^ 

General Weygaito said that there was no longer any difficulty on the 
question of transportation, properly speaking. M. von Lersner’s letter, how- 
ever, to which General Le Rond had just referred, might possibly reopen the 
whole question as it asked that the strength of the troops of occupation in the 
various plebiscite zones should be reduced. 

M. Loucheur said that he did not believe that M. von Lersner’s letter 
really reopened the whole negotiation. The Chairman of the German Dele- 
gation was merely calling the attention of the Conference to the considerable 
expenses involved in occupying the Plebiscite Areas by the numbers of forces 
proposed. For Dantzig alone, the costs would amount to 8o million of gold 
marks, or nearly 800,000,000 of paper marks at the existing rate of exchange. 

M. Clemengeau stated that that was certainly an important point, and 
suggested that it should be referred to a commission composed of the Chair- 
men of the Plebiscite Commissions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether M. Clemenceau thought that a com- 
mission of that kind could give the Council useful advice. 

General Weygand replied that the question of the forces in the areas of 
occupation had already been examined by a mixed commission composed of 
diplomats and army members. Should they wish to proceed with a fresh 

^ In error for appendix B, q.v. 
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inquiry into the question, it might be dealt with by the said commission 
which had already been in operation, and consequently possessed the requi- 
site working knowledge. 

M. Lougheur said that it was not to be wondered at that the Germans 
were a little taken aback by the amount of the sums demanded from them. 
Thus, for Dantzig, whose budget was four millions of marks per year, the 
cost of occupation as estimated was to be 800 millions of marks. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, with regard to Dantzig, they had only decided 
on the organization of a base. The cost of maintenance of those troops could 
only be set against the Germans in the event of their having to be employed 
in the maintenance of order in the territory. 

M. Lougheur remarked that the Germans were depending upon a figure 
of 8,000 men to be sent to Dantzig. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that they should take care Jiot to reduce their forces 
too much. In Upper Silesia, for example, tlic Germans iiad massed con- 
siderable forces and difficulties might be expected. It would be unwise not 
to have sufficient Allied forces on the spot. 

General Le Rond said that the question of Upper Silesia presented itself 
in a very special light. But there was no reason to prevent their maintaining 
the forces agreed upon for Upper Silesia, while they might make reductions 
in the quieter regions, such as those of Allenstein and Marienwerder. 

M. Lougheur said that it was evident that the Germans themselves under- 
stood the difficulties which might take place in Upper Silesia. And for that 
reason, they only asked in that province for a reduction of onc-tliird on the 
estimated Allied forces. 

M. DE Martino stated that they had always been in favour of as great a 
reduction as possible of the Allied forces in the territories to be occupied. It 
was only because of the reiterated demand of the Allies that they had con- 
sented to sending the number of battalions which had been asked of them and 
which on account of their demobilization made it very difficult for them to 
furnish. 

It was decided: 

that the Commission which had decided the strength of the troops of 
occupation to be sent to the plebiscite zones in Germany, as well as to 
Dantzig and Memel, should be entrusted with the further inquiry into that 
question, as also the objections contained in M. von Lersner’s letter dated 
January 2, 1920 (see Appendix B) ; this commission would be entitled to 
hear the Chairmen of the various Plebiscite Commissions. 


2. M. Lougheur commented upon a note of the Organization Committee 
f t t Reparations Commission on that question, dated 

.9, .9.9. (Se, Append C.) 

merit He added that, besides its being purely a matter of 

form, he wished very earnesdy to draw the attention of 
tke Council to the situation in Austria which remained extremely threaten- 
ing. No serious steps had yet been taken to protect Austria from famine with 
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the exception of the sending of the 20,000 tons of food-stuffs now at Trieste. 
The victualling of Austria was only assured until the end of January. The 
Czecho- Slovaks had stated that they were unable to furnish the coal they had 
promised, as they lacked the rolling stock necessary for its transport. The 
situation could only be alleviated by the granting of a loan to Austria at 
the earliest possible moment. In this respect, however, it was impossible for 
the Allies to take any action until America had declared her intentions. 

Mr. Wallace said that before taking any action the United States 
Government required a decision of Congress, which had not yet been obtained. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that if nothing were done a famine would 
occur in Austria by the end of the present month. Could not Mr. Wallace 
bring influence to bear on his Government, in order that the gravity of the 
situation in Austria might be emphasized to Congress, and that the latter be 
asked to reach a quick decision in the matter? 

M. DE h/lARTiNO inquired what time would be required for sending to 
Austria the actually indispensable food-stuffs, and would they arrive in time 
to save Austria from famine? 

M. Lougheur replied that as soon as they knew exactly where they stood, 
they could act rapidly. If need be, they would divert certain cargoes which 
would proceed to Trieste and the redistribution from there could be effected 
without much delay. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked how far they had got with the question of the 
creation of a commission for the temporary distribution of rolling stock 
between the various states resulting from the breaking-up of the ex- Austro- 
Hungarian Kingdom. 

M. Lougheur replied that the decisions of the Council on the subject were 
being dealt with. 

With regard to the loan of 30,000 [?3o] million of florins which a Dutch 
group was to make to Austria,^ the terms put up to the Austrian Government 
seemed very hard and there was the risk of a deadlock. The Austrian 
Minister of Finance was to arrive in Paris very shortly to discuss that 
question. In order to save time they intended to have him assisted by two 
members of the Reparations Commission. But in any case, this deal could 
not be concluded for a certain time and he wished to clearly state that it 
seemed impossible to him to stave off famine from Austria if the United 
States Government did not furnish a definite reply by the following week at 
the latest. 

Mr. Wallace said that he would submit to his Government the situation 
described by M. Loucheur. 

M. Glemengeau inquired what the situation would be, should the 
America’s [.yzV] reply be in the negative. 

M. Lougheur replied that nothing could then prevent starvation in 
Austria. Even if they decided to make the necessary financial sacrifices 
without America, their efforts would be unsuccessful, for the reason that it 
would be impossible for them to get dollars, which America alone had. 

2 See No. 40, minute 5. 
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3- M. KAMMHRERroinnicDlccI iiimii (wo iio((‘s oCdu- rtciu h 

nuesdo.., daUK. nocond..:,. JHM) an<, 

General Denikin ' ApiK-ud.cos [) au(l K.j ' L 4J, 

Sir Kyrh CJuowk said dial he diuuglu the qu„„- 
presented itself from a mililary staiidpoinl. Heforo aUnuiiiity (o linY “ 
demands they sliould drcidi^ wliedu-r di<; nieasuics which he renu Jf 
the Allies were not ullerly useless. 'I’liat was a (picsdou upon which tli ° 
military experts should he ejilh-d upon lo give tlu'ir opinion. 

M. Kammerer .said dial (General Dcnikhi was of die: opiuini, that th 
Allies had three ways of helping him : ( i ) Bring pressinv to |,('ar upon Poland 
and Roumania to force Ihein to giv<; adccpiate help lo die Rassian Armv 
fighting against the Bolsheviks. That ipu'sdoii was (‘.ssiaitially ime of I 
political nature, (o) Authorize (he Bulgarians to .smid detaehnieuls to the 
assistance oi Denikin’s forces. The <|ues(ion al issue was really whether apueal 
could be made to an enemy power with whom peace liad „ol yet been 
ratified. It .should he noted as a matter of fact, that (h<‘ <'nrolnient of Bul- 
garian troops in the. Russian arini«;.s w'as expressly forhidchui hy Article ino 

that allowed for under th<' Peace Treaty uiiglil lx- sent to 1 )cnikin. That third 
quesuon was of a military nature. 

Sir Eyri; Crowe said that he believed (hat die military (‘ousidcrations 
should be the louudatioii ol the deeision to be taken, and dial it was therefore 
neccssa^ to consult their military «..xpert.s. Why, I'or cxamph>, apply pressure 
on the Poles m order lo ask (iiem to liclp Denikin, il' their assistanee were not 
to chaj%rc miything m the unfavouralile sit na tion iu whicJi tiiat general found 
himsell. He was pensoually inclined to tliink (hat Denikin’s troops would 
continue to retreat whether tlu; Poles inlmveiual or wlnilhcr (hey remained 
at a standstill. In any event, (hey could not give a de<-ision without knowing 
what their experts thought. ® 

M. DE Mari-ino said that he believed with Sir Eyre Crowe that if their 
aid were not suflidcut to renu'cly die unfavourable situation of Denikin’s 
aimy, it would hardly be worth while to force the i>olcs into an enterprise 
AT surely be uscle.ss an<l which iiivolvc‘d certain dangers for Poland. 

M. Glemenceau stated that it .seemed to him that the oiiiiiion of the 
Gounal was against any pressure! being applied on the Poles to make them 
m ervene m Denikin’s lavour. I’hut was also his fiieling. As for using Bul- 
garian troops, he would be very niuc.h opposed to that couree, for it would 
cause considerable difficulties in the Balkans. 

Sir Eyre Grovve stated that, with regard to the first cjucstion, he could 
not express any opinion without refinTing to his Govenunent. As for the use 
^inWng”^^ ^■roops, he was absolutely iu accord with the President’s way of 

M. Kammerer said that it would, in principle, be quite desirable to send 
the surplus material to Denikin. 'Pin; continued retreat of Denikin might, 

c ^ niaterial by allowing it to fall into the hands 

01 toe Bolsheviks. It would, therefore, be wise to scud it only to places from 
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which it could be rapidly evacuated^ in case of need. That was a question 
for the military experts and for General Franchet d’Esperey, who was on the 
spot, to examine. 

M. Clemenceau agreed that they might refer the question either to 
Marshal Foch or directly to General Franchet d’Esperey, 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, as the situation in Southern Russia was chang- 
ing from day to day, it would be wiser to leave the matter to the judgment of 
the Allied military representatives on the spot. 

It was decided: 

to let General Franchet d’Esperey decide upon the wisdom of sending 
the Bulgarian wnr material in excess of the amount provided for in the 
Treaty of Neuilly to General Denikin’s troops, as w’ell as on the means to 
be used for ensuring the for^varding, if need be, of that material. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to AVashington for 
the instructions of his Government.) 


4. The Council had before it a note of the British Delegation on the question. 


Representations to be 
made by the Allies to 
the Esthonian Govem- 


dated January 4, 1920. (See Appendix F.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that as he had explained at the 
preceding meeting, the British Government deemed it 


ment concerning the rela- uselcss to Send General Nicssel to Reval in order to re- 


tio7u between that Organize the Russian Army of the Northwest, which had 
Government and Tude- thrown back on to Esthonian territory. He thought 

nitc s rmy couTse to follow would be to allow the 


Esthonian Government to take the measures it deemed necessary with regard 


to General Yudenitch’s troops. His Government, therefore, proposed that the 
Esthonian Government be informed that the Allied and Associated Govern- 


ments had no further objection to its proceeding with the dissolution of the 
Russian forces of the Northwest in accordance with its original plan. 


M, Berthelot said that the idea of sending General Niessel to Reval to 
re-organize Yudenitch’s army had been abandoned, and he agreed with 
Sir Eyre Crowe in thinking that General Niessef s mission would be in- 
opportune. He did not, however, think it possible to accept the British 
proposal, for the present situation was as follows : the Esthonians had badly 
used and completely disorganized the Russian forces which had taken refuge 
on their territory. They had, on the other hand, signed an armistice with the 
Bolsheviks and seemed disposed to negotiate a definite treaty with them, 
which would be absolutely contrary to the Allies’ views. They had, further- 
more, quarrelled with the Letts on the subject of some contested territory, 
and were threatening military occupation. As a result we had no reason to 
be satisfied with the present attitude of the Esthonians. The Allies had asked 
the Esthonian Government to spare Yudenitch’s forces; the Esthonians had 
not taken any account whatever of that admonition of the Allies. They 
might, of course, leave the situation as it was, but it seemed to him that they 
would be going too far if they expressly withdrew the observations they had 
made. It would seem to encourage the Esthonians at a time when they were 
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itisfied with their attitude. If the Esthonians concluded peace with the 
ts it was to be feared that the whole cordon of Baltic States, perhaps 
Poland, would soon follow their example, and that would constitute a 
real danger. 

: Eyre Crowe said that he did not wish to hide the fact that serious 
nents could be brought forth in favour of a policy of inaction. The 
ion did not, however, seem to him to be quite as just described by 
erthelot. They had asked the Esthonians to suspend the disarmament 
2 Russian troops while waiting for a decision of the Council. They 
d therefore let them know what course the Council had decided to 
/. He had accused the Esthonians of having concluded an armistice 
the Bolsheviks; they should, however, not forget that when the Estlio- 

had asked them for assistance against the Soviets, they had I'cfused to 
^ene. It might very well be that the Esthonians had been so closely 
.ed by the Bolshevik forces that no other course was open to them. It 
ired that the maintenance of a Russian army under ai ms on Esthonian 
ory was contrary to certain clauses of the armistice which had just been 
uded and that measures were to be taken to effect the withdrawal of the 
an troops after disarmament. 

Kammerer said that from the latest news they had received from 
mia, the situation of Yudenitch’s forces appeared to be desperate. They 
irised approximately 1 5,000 sick men, and the 3 or 4 thousand remaining 
2n did not oflFer any military value. It was rumoured that these weak 
agents would be transferred south. But that news had not been con- 
d. 

Berthelot stated that they had not merely requested the Esthonians 
> disarm Yudenitch’s army; they had also informed them that they were 
sed to any armistice with the Bolsheviks. That armistice was all the 

regrettable as the Esthonians did not seem to have been forced in any 
to conclude it. 

t. Eyre Crowe said that they did not know anything about that. A 
ram received from Esthonia and which seemed more recent than the 
mation given by M. Kammerer, indicated that the withdrawal of the 
ian troops was under way, under the conditions of tlic preliminary dis- 
.ment which was required by the armistice concluded between Esthonia 
die Soviets. 

. Berthelot said that they were ignorant of the real situation. It there- 
seemed that the best course would be to close their eyes with regard to 
present attitude of the Esthonian Government and to leave, for the 
nt, affairs in the status quo. 

i Eyre Crowe said that he agreed that no communication be made to 
Isthonian Government. 

It was decided: 

that no representations should he made, for the time being, by the 
Alhes to the Esthonian Government on the suhj ect of the relations of that 
Government with the Army of General Yudenitch. 
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Authorization demanded 
by the Polish Govern- 
ment to buy arms and 
munitions in Germany 


General Weygand commented upon a note of the French Delega- 
tion, dated January' 3, 1920, on that question. (See 
Appendix G.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the exceptions to the general 
rule consented to by the Supreme Council in favour of 
General Yudenitch and of the Czecho-Slovak Govern- 
ment were of minor importance. The exception now proposed in favour 
of Poland was of greater import. It seemed that before consenting, they 
should first find out whether the Poles actually lacked rifles and cartridges 
and whether their present claims did not conceal a desire to procure war 
material at small expense. 

General Weygand remarked that even for an army which was not 
fighting, it w'as necessary to be constantly replacing rifles, as the wear and 
tear was extremely rapid. They had means of verifying the needs of the 
Polish Army, but he was inclined to think they were real. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that they knew the importance attached in 
England to the idea of a progressive disarmament; he would not, therefore, 
like to fur nis h the Poles with war material of which they were not strictly in 
need. As a matter of fact, there was another point of view: if the Poles were 
in possession of too great a quantity of guns of German origin they w'ould be 
obliged to continue to obtain German material which would be contrary to 
the business interests of the Allies. 

General Weygand said that the latter argument had a certain value, but 
that, on the other hand, they should recognize that Poland foimd itself isolated 
in opposing the Bolshevik wave and it was necessary that she should be 
strong to resist it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that before taking a decision he would ask for the 
opinion of his Government. 

M. Clemenceau said that they had a double reason for strengthening 
Poland : she constituted the strongest rampart against Bolshevism and on the 
other hand, on account of the strategical position she occupied, she might be 
of decisive aid in case of difficulties with Germany. AH the other considera- 
tions seemed to him secondary and there would be time to examine them 
later. The Poles would not be using Mauser rifles forever. As for the allusion 
which Sir Eyre Crowe had made to disarmament, he wished to state that he 
was in favour of that policy, but that it was necessary that Germany should 
be the first to disarm. He did not personally see any objection to the 300,000 
rifles in question being in Poland, a friendly country, rather than in Germany. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would be surprised if the Germans consented 
to selling this material to the Poles. 

General Weygand said that they would not have to interfere in that 
aspect of the question. The Poles said that they had the means of buying the 
material in Germany and asked for their authorization. The rest concerned 
the Poles. 

M. Clemenceau said that it seemed to him difficult to refuse to the Poles 
what they had granted to the Czecho-Slovaks. They had every reason to 
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make use of the Poles to bring tliat ti-oubicd part of Europe to that state of 
quilibrium which alone would allow the possibility of the disarmament 
lolicy to which Sir Eyn; Crowe had just referred. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would point out that the material in question 
ould not in any ease remain in the. hands of the Cc'nnans as the Treaty 
rovided for its destruction. 'I'hc whole qu<;stion, foi' him, was whether the 
oles were really in need of that material, lie; would explain to his Govern- 
lent the arguments which had been init forward in th<^ discussion which had 
ist taken place. 

M. DE Martino said that the question would be brought before the 
ouncil when the British Del(\gatc had received the instructions of his 
overnment. He wished, however, to say at once that the Italian Delegation 
as of the opinion that if the transaction ^imposed by the. Poles took place, 
e proceeds of the sales of these anus and munitions should be paid into the 
eparations fund. 

Mr. Wallace stated that he woukl refer tlie ([uestion to his Government 
id would communicate its opinion as soon as he had received the. necessary 
structions. 

The discussion was adjourned to a later date. 

M. Seydoux commented upon a note of the French Delegation on the 
question, dated December uq, 1919. (Sec Appendix H.) 

Eyre Crowe said that he had Ixurn. instructed by 
his Government to snpjxirt the proposal of the High 
immissioners at Constantinople. He would point out that Bulgaria was 
exactly the same situation as Turkey as their relations with her were still 
verned by the Armistice Convention. He would summarize in five points 
; proposal of the Pligh Commissioners, .such as he understood it ; 

1. No further licence would be granted to German .shijis to enter Turkish 
rts, 

2. Ships used for the repatriation of Turkish, Bulgarian and Russian 
soners would no longer be authorized to laud goods in I’urkcy, 

}. All goods embarked in a German or Bulgarian port on an Allied, 
itral or enemy ship, could iro longer be landed in Turkey, and no goods 
dd be shipped by an Allied, neutral or enemy ship in Turkey destined for 
lerman or Bulgarian port, 

L. No goods could be landed in Turkey by a German or Bulgarian ship; 
goods could be shipped on a German or Bulgarian sliip in Turkey, 
i. All goods shipped in ports situated outside Germany and Bulgaria, by 
' non-German or Bulgarizin ship, could be lauded in Turkey, whatever 
ir origin might be. 

f he understood M. Seydoux, he believed that these five points simply 
imarized the proposal of the French Delegation and coincided with it. 

1. Seydoux agreed. 

H.. DE Martino stated that the question before them was being submitted 
he examination of tire Organization Committee of the Reparations Gom- 
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mission. The Italian Delegation was in favour of the suppression of Article 23 
of the Armistice of October 30, 19185 with Turkey, for the following reasons: 

1. Because the convention had been signed on October 30, 1918, i.e.^ 
while they were still in a state of war with Germany and there was need to 
strengthen the blockade against Germany; whereas at the present time the 
Treaty of Peace was signed and on the point of coming into force, the 
blockade had been raised, thus allowing Germany to trade freely. 

2. Because Article 23 of the Armistice Convention w’as intended primarily 
to closely encircle Germany and was not directed against Turkey, who might, 
and still could, transact every kind of business with Allied or neutral 
countries. The blockade of Germany having come to an end, Article 23 no 
longer had the same importance. 

3. Because it was admittedly in the intei'est of the Allied and Associated 
Pow-ers that Germany should be able to recover economically so as to be in 
a position to pay its debts. 

The question which was before them having been postponed a number of 
times, he would ask that it be submitted to the Reparations Commission and 
that the latter should communicate its opinion before any decision was taken 
by the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he did not believe that the Reparations Com- 
mission was qualified to interfere in the present case. 

M. Clemengeau said that he also thought that the Reparations Commis- 
sion was not competent, as there was no Treaty with Turkey. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question was to prevent the Germans from 
getting a footing commercially in Turkey, before peace with that Power was 
signed, and from devoting themselves to a propaganda which, as recent 
incidents proved, might be full of danger. It was that which they had to 
consider and not the whole question of foreign trade in Turkey, a question 
bristling with difficulties. 

M. DE Martino said that he would consult his Government on the subject 
but would point out that the Organization Committee of the Reparations 
Commission had already dealt with questions referring to the preparation 
of Treaties which had not yet been signed. 

The discussion was adjourned to a later date. 


7. Captain Roper commented upon a draft note to be addressed to the 

^ ^ German Government in reply to the German note of 

Reply to Ihe German ^ J•T^ 

NoU of November 17, November 17, 1919^. (Appendix I). 
igig, concerning ihe After a short discussion, 
manufacture of aero- It was decided : 


nautical material and the 
organization of aerial 
navigation 


to adopt the draft note to be addressed to the German 
Government in reply to the German note of November 17, 
1919 (see Appendix I), 


3 This note, A.A.I. No. 6724, read as follows in translation: ‘The point of view taken up 
by Marshal Foch and communicated in note No. 1842/G of the 25th of last month, that the 
installation of aerial communications in Neutral Territory (50 km. zone) does not come into 
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Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
istructions of his Government.) 

Fromageot commented upon the Drafting Committee’s note of 
nature by Poland January 3, 1920 (see Appendix J ) 5 concerning the Pohsh 
'clarations of protest against modifications of the financial arrange- 
r < 9 , ments of the Treaty. (See Appendix K.) 

the financial SiR Eyre Growe said that he believed with the Draft- 
Committee that the modifications which the Poles 
complained of, tended, as a matter of fact, only to im- 
their situation. 

Q as a practical proposition after the coming into force of the Peace Treaty, as a 
•f the ceding of German aeroplane material stipulated in .^Vrliclc aoLi of the Peace 
is not shared by the German Government. It has already been ijointed out in note 
No. 6061 of 1st October that the civilian flying material which is in Germany does 
le under the provisions of Article 198 of the Peace Treaty. As to any limitation in 
.0 the use of such material, there can be no question either bcrforc or after the coming 
ce of the Peace Treaty. So far as the argument is based on Article l>oi of the Peace 
according to which the manufacture and import of aeroplanes etc. and their parts, 
ship motors and parts, is forbidden in Germany, the German Ciovernment cannot 
iiare [ife] the point of view taken up in regard to this. According to the German 
station, this regulation is only applicable to aerial craft and motors of a military 
er, and does not apply to those of purely civilian character. Part XI of the Peace 
does not contain any such limitations, and it is not possible to extend the rulings of 
. Section 3 of the Treaty, which is only concerned with military and naval aerial 
ion, to include civil aerial navigation in Germany. 

er these circumstances it is still possible to maintaiii aerial navigation routes in 
ly after the Peace Treaty has come into force. Also there is no foundation in the 
for assuming that the zone laid down in Part III, Section 3 of the Peace Treaty, 
be a prohibited one for civilian air traffic. On the contrary the provisions in Part XI 
•eace Treaty are based particularly upon the assumption that civilian German air 
an take place without any local limitation. If it had been the pui'pose of the Treaty 
I about such local limitations it would certainly have been pointed out in this part 
Treaty. Also article 43, according to the view of the German Government, cannot 
rpreted as a foundation for the limitations asked for, as it is only <*oncerned with 
provisions. If one were to conclude from this clause that prohibition for the con- 
n of civilian aerodromes was meant, then it is considered that the clause would be 
misinterpreted. Such an interpretation, moreover, would lead to absurd results, for 
■ame way the retention of all railway installations in this zone could be forbidden, 
•more, inasmuch as the ruling of this article is not subject to any time limit, a 
lal prohibition of flying in a large industrial area of Germany would be brought 
and a permanent severing of this section of the country from the rest of German 
raffic. 

er these circumstances the German Government does not consider that the objcc- 
l^arshal Foch are well founded, and reserves to itself the right to arrange civilian 
5 in the territory indicated in article 42 and 44. 

, 'Ow-Wachendorf.’ 

INo. 36, note 2. This declaration is printed as Treaty Series (1920), No. 7, Cmd. bsy. 
t printed. This note stated in part : ‘No reason has been given by Poland in cxplana- 
her protest, which rather indicates a certain susceptibility of pride. It is, further- 
ather difficult to understand this protest considering that the modification, brought 
y the Declaration of December 8, in reality creates a more advantageous situation 
nd than resulted from the original Arrangement. . , . In the opinion of the Drafting 
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M. Fromageot stated that an examination of the PoKsh note had led the 
Drafting Committee to ask whether, for the purposes of reparations, the 
Poles should or should not be considered as creditors of Austria. The natural 
deduction was, as a matter of fact, that if that question was to be answered 
in the negative the situation of Poland would not be in any way affected by 
the modifications made to the financial arrangements of St. Germain. 

M. Glemengeau said that the Supreme Council had not, as far as he knew, 
given a decision on that point. 

M, DE Martino said that the terms of the reply to be made to the Poles 
should not leave it possible for the latter to interpret them as constituting a 
decision of the Supreme Council in their favour, since the Council had not 
thereby intended to settle that delicate question. 

M. Fromageot said that they would avoid giving to the Poles on that 
point any assurances whatsoever. 

It was decided: 

to request the Drafting Committee to reply to the Polish Delegation’s 
note of December 19, 1919 (see Appendix K). That reply should take into 
account the considerations set forth in the Drafting Committee's note of 
January 3, 1920 (see Appendix J).5 The reply should, however, avoid 
giving the Polish Delegation the impression that the question whether 
Poland was or was not a creditor of Austria under the heading of Repara- 
tions had been settled in one way or the other by the Supreme Council. 


g. M. Fromageot stated that the draft Treaty with Hungary as it now stood 


Preparation of the 
Treaty with Hungary 


left in suspense a certain number of questions which ought 
to be solved without delay. If the Council did not find it 
inconvenient, they would furnish a list of those questions 


to the Secretariat-General which might in turn put them, if advisable, before 


the Supreme Council. 


The proposal was adopted. 


10. Mr. Wallace stated that he noticed that in the draft note to the German 

Government on the aeronautical material existing in 

Use of the term Allied Appendix I), the expression ^Allied and 

and Associated Powers . - i -r. \ a f t i i i 

Associated Powers was used. As he had already ex- 
plained at the last meeting of the Council his Government asked that if it 
had not explicitly given its assent, this formula should not be employed in any 
document. It would therefore be necessary to modify in the sense of the 
observations he had just made the text of the reply the Council had just 
approved. 

M. Fromageot said that the question raised by Mr. Wallace was of a very 
grave character. The American representative on the Supreme Council had 
no power of decision. If the American Government now intended to forbid 

Committee, the best course to be taken would be, to induce Poland to withdraw her protest 
and agree to sign the Arrangement, by again presenting the Polish Delegation with the 
explanations which she has probably inisunderslood. In case Poland should persist in her 
refusal to sign, the consequences do not seem to be very important.’ 

695 



;ing the expression ^Allied and Associated Powers’ , the tendency was 
f less than the dissolution of the Conference. That would be an 
sly serious decision^ for which he, for his part, would not assume 
ibility. 

iYRE Crowe asked whether they might not avoid the use of the 
L ^the Principal Allied and Associated Powers’. That was a question 
ing. 

E Martino observed that the American Government did not oppose 
2iple the use of the expression ^Allied and Associated Powers’. It 
a.sked that it should be used only in documents which it had expressly 
id. 

Ilemengeau said that the essential thing was to know whether or not 
nld use the expression ‘Allied and Associated Powers’. To be unable 
) would amount to the dissolution of the Conference. In that case 
e would resume his own freedom of action and his own responsibilities; 
is own, to speak for himself, he had no misgivings. 

Wallace said that if the Council would only refer to the Minutes of 
meeting (see h.d. 121),^ it would see that they were not objecting in 
e to the use of the formula under discussion, and that they only 
to restrict its use to the documents expressly approved by the Govern- 
Washington. 

Ilemengeau said that they would examine anew that question at a 
meeting, for it was absolutely necessary to know whether or not they 
Dntinue to use a formula which expressed, in the eyes of the enemy 
itral Powers, the unity of the Conference. 

Harrison explained that Mr. Wallace had not opposed the employ- 
' the phrase ‘Principal Allied and Associated Powers’, but had re- 
that when its use was proposed, as in the present instance, the assent 
Jnited States Government should first be obtained, 
le meeting then adjourned.) 


Appendix A to No. 51 

m the Supreme Council to the German Delegation of January 6th regarding 
the signature to the ProtocoP 

THE AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN /87 
January 7, igig [ rgso ]. 

hat the Protocol of November i st has been signed by the qualified repre- 

1 of the German Government, and the ratifications of the Ifeaty of 
5 S deposited in consequence the Allied and Associated Governments wish 

2 the German Government again that although they claimed necessary 

jO (minute 2). 

final text of this note was communicated to Baron von Lersner on January 10, 
1 published two days later in the British press. 
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reparations for the scuttling of the German fleet at Scapa Flow they do not uish 
to injure Germany’s vital economic interests. By the present letter they confirm 
the declarations which the Secretaiy’’ General of the Peace Conference was directed 
to make verbally on this point, December 23rd, to the President of the German 
Delegation. These declarations were as follows: 

1 . The Secretary General was authorized by the Supreme Council to assure the 
German Delegation that the Interallied Commissions of Control and the Repara- 
tions Commission would act scrupulously in conformity with the assurances con- 
tained in the note of December 8 concerning the safeguard of Germany's vital 
economic interests. 

2. As the experts of the Allied and Associated Powers are inclined to believe that 
part of the data upon which they based their demand for 400,000 tons of floating 
docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredges may have been inaccurate in certain 
minor details, they think a mistake may have been made as to the 85,000 tons of 
floating docks in Hamburg. If the investigation to be conducted by the Interallied 
Commission of Control proves that an error has really been made the Allied and 
Associated Powers will be disposed to reduce their claims proportionately, so as to 
bring the quantity down to 300,000 tons in round figures or even lower if convinc- 
ing arguments prove that this is necessary^ But absolute facilities must be granted 
qualified representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers to make ail necessary 
investigations in view of verifying the German assertions before any reduction of 
the original demands of the Protocol can be made by the Allied and Associated 
Powders. 

3. The Allied and Associated Governments referring to the last paragraph of the 
letter containing their reply do not consider that the scuttling of the German ships 
at Scapa Flow constitutes a crime of war for which individual penalties should be 
demanded according to Art. 228 of the Peace Treaty. 

On the other hand, the Allied and Associated Powers draw attention to the fact 
that, mindful of Germany’s vital economic interests, they had requested 400,000 
tons on the basis of the inventory made by them. The German experts made a 
statement, which will be verified and which sets forth an inferior figure. There- 
fore, from the 400,000 tons of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredges 
demanded by the Allies, will be deducted the tonnage of the floating docks which, 
upon verification, \viU prove to have been erroneously included in the Interallied 
inventory and which, therefore, do not exist. Nevertheless, this reduction must not 
exceed the amount of 125,000 tons. 

The Allied and Associated Powers add that the 192,000 tons offered by the 
German Government must be delivered immediately. For the remainder of the 
tonnage as determined by the Reparation Commission a time-limit of not more 
than two years® will be granted to the German Government for the full delivery. 

Please accept, etc. 

8 In the final text of the note this time-limit was altered to thirty months in accordance 
with M. Dutasta’s earlier suggestion (see No. 49, minute i). 
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Appendix B to No. 5 1 


RESIDENT OF THE GeRMAN PeACE DELEGATION 


No. 74 

'om; von Lersner. 


PARIS, January 


d: Clemcnceau. 

By order of my Government, I have the honour to present tlic following remarks 
lative to the plan for dividing the Allied contingents ch'stiued to occupy the 
ebiscite zones, and also the territories of Dantzig and Mcuik^I. ^ 

Article 95 of the Peace 'Treaty jn-ovides for tlu^ evacuation of the territory of 
astern Prussia (Allcnstcin) by the German troops, but not lor the occupation of 
lis territory by Allied troojDs. By the terms ol' Articde 97, the Gommission for 
/'estern Prussia (Marienwerder) will have at its disposal ‘in case of need’ the 
pessary allied forces, while paragraph 2 of the Aniu^x: to Article 88 provides for 
le occupation of Upper Silesia by the troops ol'th(^ Allied and Associated Powers 
: once, and unconditionally. As the (German I)ck‘gation has already ])ointed out 
1 several occasions, this is not due to an error in ihc drafting of tlu‘ articles, but to 
difference which is caused by the peculiar j[)osit ion ot'tlu^ territories in question 
However, if the Allies insist in placing foreign troops at the dis]:)osal of the 
iternational Commission in EastcTu Prussia as W(dl, tlu^y aix^ going beyond the 
ghts which they themselves stipulated in the P(\'i(‘<^ 'IVc'aly. Turtlu'nnore in 
lis instance, it cannot be contended that such a course^ was n<‘e(‘ssary as the Gom- 
lission has sufficient police forces at its disposal for llit‘ guarding of the frontier 
nd’the maintenance of order. 

Nevertheless, the Gorman Government does not wisli to (niter any protest 
gainst the plan of the Allies: the (;Jov(Tnnient a(‘eepts that this |)lan (Uwialcs from 
le provisions of the Peace IVeaty on certain ])oiuts. no\v^c‘V(n*, in the Allcnstein 
srritory, as in the other plebiscite zones, the troop strcnigth sliould remain limited 
D that absolutely required by the eircurastanei\s. In Allenstt'ia, for example, it 
/ill only be necessary to accompany the cennnonies of transkn'ring the powers 
f administration to the International Cloinmissiou by llu^ i)rc\s(‘n(’(^ of a small 
letachment. In Marienwerder, the protection of iiniiortanl railway lines must be 
dded. In Upper Silesia the situation is, it is true, a \i\ilc dilfcu'ent. 'I’lic industrial 
egion contains numerous disturbing el(‘meuts and it will also lie nec'essary to 
isposc of an important corps of military fronticT guards. Nt‘V(u'lheless, order has 
>een completely re-established for scv<Tal months, and a. lifting of (lie state-: of siege 
ppears practicable. Finally, and above all, it is certain that a, fbiXNgn corjos of 
•ccupation need have no fear of an aggr(\ssion on tlu* part of insurgents from 
Dcalities beyond the frontier. 

The sending of contingents of gn^aWr strength than is absolutely iwe(\ssary also 
iiesents objections: tlic financial situation ol the Stalcvs inl(u<*sU^d should be taken 
Clio account, and the fact that the milavourable rate' ol (‘xehauge will greatly 
ucrease the expenses should be reckoruKl with. 'I’he rt^gards which an^ due the 
)Opulation arc also an important factor: experi(‘nc't‘ has shown that all military 
►ccupation entails burdens and iucoiiv(uiienc(‘s, tli(‘ aggra,vation of wliieh is out 
)f proportion with the increase of the sliTiigth of'th<‘ <)<’<'upying fon-es. 

For these reasons the CJerman Govenuneut rt'Cjuc'sts that th(" oe(‘uj)ation forces 
or Eastern and Western Prussia l>c reduced <0 one battalion for each of these 
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territories, and that the troops destined for Upper Silesia, especially the Infantry, 
be reduced by about one-third. 

Concerning the territories of Dantzig and Alemel, the Peace Treaty does not 
stipulate upon whom will be incumbent the expenses of military occupation. 
The German Government supposes that neither the free city of Dantzig nor the 
territory of !Memel should bear these expenses, because their paying capacity is 
far from sufficient. Furthermore, the projected occupation would be a heavy 
burden on the population. The garrison strength of the troops destined for Dantzig 
^vill be considerably superior to that of peace times, and it ^\ill be impossible to 
billet them in the military buildings. In Memel, where the population is peaceful 
and, in greater part, rural, a very small garrison would suffice to assure peace and 
order. 

Consequently, the German Government feels obliged, in the interest of the 
populations concerned, to request that the effectives destined to occupy these 
territories, be also reduced. 

Please accept, etc. 


Appendix G to No. 51 

Note of December sg in regard to granting credits to Austria 

Organization Committee of the Reparation ComiissioN. 

We have the honour to inform you that in execution of the Resolution of the 
Supreme Council of November 30, 1919 (h.d. 97. IV),® the Organization Com- 
mittee of the Reparation Commission again examined the paragraph of its con- 
clusions beginning with the words 'require immediately the Austrian Government’. 

The Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission agreed to propose 
to the Supreme Council the following draft of this paragraph : 

(i) Inform the Austrian Government that no granting of credits could be 
considered if it did not agree to; 

[a) Not effect, or allow to be effected, any alienation of public properties, or 
disposal of public authorities, even in the form of concessions or monopolies, 
without the consent of the Reparation Commission, and to declare null and void 
any alienation of this sort effected since the Armistice, November 3, 1918. 

[b) To take, at the request of the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission all measures liable to prevent the alienation outside of Austria, or to 
other than Austrian nationals, without the consent of the Reparation Commission, 
of all private property if the alienation of such property would be of a nature to 
compromise the guarantees for credits to be opened. 

p. o. of the Committee 

The Interallied Secretary 
Signature. 


Appendix D to No. 51 
Assistance requested by General Denikin 

Dec. 31, igjg. 

The gravity of the military situation in Southern Russia has been the subject of 
two requests, of which the French delegation deems it its duty to make a report to 
the Supreme Council, 

9 No. 27, minute 4. 
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. one hand. General Denikin sent to the French Government, a telegram thus 
;d: 

le failure of the struggle against the Bolshevists in the East of Russia, the 
Russian policy which has broken the north-western front, and the passivity 
5 Polish troops, have made it possible for the Bolshevists to concentrate as 
' as 500,000 men against the army of Southern Russia, The obvious superiority 
: adversary has placed my troops in a difficult situation and causes a retreat 
i might lead to abandoning the coal basin of Donetz, where arc kept the 
^es of coal, which aliment all Southern Russia, all the ships and ports of the 
Sea, and where are a great number of foreign establishments. Considering 
ght I am fighting against the Bolshevists as an undertaking, not only of 
a, but of all Europe, I deem it my duty to inform you that a certain help in 
3 from the Allies is necessary for us, even if it were only one or two army corps. 
)ut this help, the struggle threatens to drag on, for a long time, and not only 
jtroy what is left of Russian culture, but also to spread over the countries 
L escape moral and economic disorganization. At the same time that I inform 
F these facts, I beg you to let me know if I can count, in a short time, on the 
tnee of the Allied troops, to what extent and on what conditions.’ 
the other hand, the Russian Embassy in Paris has suggested that the Allies 
authorize the enlistment in the Denikin Army of Bulgarian voluntt^ers. It 
1 that about 30,000 commissioned and non-commissioned oiriccis and Bul- 

1 soldiers might be recruited in this way. 

is suggestion is different to that of General Denikin’s in that it is based 

2 help of an enemy country, with which peace is signed, but not yet ratified, 
s French Delegation deems it its duty in a similar order of ideas, but not 
cal, to point out the results of a study made by Genci'al Franchet d’Esperey, 
i conditions of the Bulgarian Armament. 

wording to this document, after the operations at j^rcsent in course of cxecu- 
3r provided for, (sending arms and munitions to General Denikin, restoring 
; Roumanians the Roumanian material seized by the Bulgarians, unbreech- 
le arms in the army depots, army inspections, etc.), there will remain in 
ria, in comparison with the armament provided for this country by the 
Treaty, an excess immediately available of about: 

181,300 rifles 

600 machine guns 
900 cannons and trench guns 
3,697,000 shells 
10,200,000 cartridges. 

TLust be remarked that as Bulgaria has to be disarmed, it is necessary to 
ate this material. Owing to General Denikin’s situation, is it advisable to send 
dm? 


Appendix E to No. 51 


Enrolment of Bulgarians in the Denikin Arrr^ 


Delegation. 


January igso. 

neral Mangin, sent by General Denikin, arrived at Constantinople on 
iry I. He reports that the military situation of the Volunteer Army is getting 



worse every day, the demoralized troops are not able to hold any halts. Only 
foreign help can prevent a disaster. Poland and Roumania could help Denikin 
but require territorial compensations, which the latter has no powder to accord. 
Denikin affirms that Bulgaria offers him 40,000 equipped, armed and officered 
men. He could transport them by sea, if coal were supplied to him. The serious 
objections the Allies may think of making to this project do not escape him: viz: 
the necessity of altering the Bulgarian Treaty, the possible pretensions of Bulgaria, 
the discontent and perhaps the opposition of Greece, Serbia and Roumania. But 
he adds that he is fighting for all Europe, and that the Allies have a primordial 
interest in saving him from defeat. 

General Denikin is right in anticipating the opposition of the Balkan States, 
which are hostile to Bulgaria. In a letter dated December 27, addressed to the 
Alinister of War, Colonel Ractivan, the Greek Military Attache, at Paris, pro- 
tested against the possible enrolment of Bulgarian officers in Denikin’s Army. He 
argues that this enrolment is forbidden by Article 103 of the Treaty of Neuilly, 
which obliges Bulgaria to prevent her nationals from taking service, even as 
instructors, in the naval, military, or air forces of a foreign country. He requests 
the French Government to assure the execution of this clause of the Treaty. 

Appendix F to No. 51 
General NiesseVs Projected Mission to Reval 
British Delegation. 

PARIS, Jan. 4, igso. 

The British Government considers that any attempt which might be made 
either to re-organize the Russian Army of the Northwest on the Esthonian terri- 
tory, or to transport certain units of this army, specially selected to be utilized 
else^vhere, would be both vain and impracticable. The British Government thinks 
that the best way would be to authorize the Esthonian Government to take freely 
such measures as may be deemed necessary to disarm and utilize the forces still 
remaining on the Esthonian territory. In case the Supreme Council should share 
this point of view, the intervention of a corps, Commission or Officer with a special 
mission would be useless, whether of an Interallied character or not. 

The Esthonian Government has been invited to suspend the disarmament of 
Russian troops, while awaiting the decision of the Supreme Council. The British 
Government suggests that this Government might be now informed that the 
Allied and Associated Governments do not object to the continuation of the disso- 
lution of the Russian forces of the Northwest, according to the plan originally pro- 
posed by it. 


Appendix G to No. 51 
Note from the French Delegation 

The Polish Government asks to buy Arms and Munitions in Germany 

The Polish Government asks to buy in Germany: 

300,000 Mauser rifles 

8.000. 000 cartridges 

1.000. 000 kilos of powder. 
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The purchase would be made through the intermediary of Mr. Louis Moon^ 
agent for the Purchasing Commission of the Polish Delegation to the Peace Con- 
ference, acting in the name of the Polish Minister of War; Mr. Moon would have 
to go to Berlin, as soon as possible, for this purpose. 

Marshal Foch favours this request, on account of the critical situation in which 
General Denikin’s defeats may place the Polish Army. 

The French Delegation on this subject recalls that in its meeting of August 22 
last, the Supreme Council decided that although Germany cannot alienate her 
war material, the Allies have the right to deliver licences in certain special cases. 
In consequence, the Supreme Council, in the same meeting, authorized Germany 
to delivery miscellaneous material to General Youdenitch as well as to the 
Czecho-Slovakian Government. ^0 

The French Delegation has the honour to suggest to the Council that a similar 
measure be taken in favour of the Polish Government. 


Appendix H to No. 51 
Document i 

Note from the French Delegation on the Prohibition of Enemy Trade in Turkey 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 65 

December 30^ igig. 

In a telegram, copy of which is enclosed, the Allied High Commissioners at 
Constantinople make to the Supreme Council two propositions, with a view to 
restrict trade with the enemy in Turkey, and assuring integral application of 
Art. 23 of the Armistice. 

It must be recalled that when the Armistice with Turkey was concluded, the 
blockade was still in force, and that consequently, it was necessary to prevent 
Germany being provisioned by Turkey. The situation is different now, and Ger- 
many has been authorized to resume commercial relations with various foreign 
countries, on certain conditions. 

However, it seems to be dangerous, from a political point of view, to authorize 
Turkey to resume her commercial relations with the Central Powers, before a 
treaty has been concluded with her; this would open the way to German influence 
in the East, before the Allies established the economic status of the former Turkish 
Empire. 

At a time when the Treaty of Versailles is going into force, and when in conse- 
quence, Germany is going to enjoy equal rights, it seems unnecessary to adopt 
stricter measures than those at present existing in Turkey. The present provisions 
which prohibit direct importation in Turkey of goods loaded on a German ship, 
or in a German port, seem to be sufficient to prevent any German political action, 
and any action of her business men for propaganda purposes: in consequence, the 
aim of the Allies is realized. 

On the other hand, any modification of the Armistice Convention of October 30, 
^919 [^9^^]? seems to be premature, as long as the Peace negotiations with Turkey 
are not ended. 


See Vol. I, No. 40, minute 4. 

702 



Therefore, it is proposed that the existing measures destined to assure the execu- 
tion of Art. 23 of the Armistice be maintained. 


Document 2. 

Telegram 

CONSTANTINOPLE, December 23, 1919^ 

The High Commissioners are trpng to assure the execution of Art. 23 of the 
Armistice and to prevent, as much as possible; the resumption of enemy trade in 
Turkey. 

For his [this] purpose, they have taken measures, of which I informed you, pro- 
hibiting the importation in Turkey of all goods loaded on a German ship or in a 
German port. 

But this prohibition is not sufficient. 

The Germans have promptly found means to evade it^ by sending their goods 
from Allied or neutral ports and in Allied or neutral ships. 

Therefore it is necessary to take some other measures. 

The best means would be to require certificates of origin : but the resumption of 
this system, which has been applied during the war, seems to be impossible at 
present. 

The High Commissioners propose (two) solutions. 

(1) Impose on the German products, destined to Turkey, and which, under the 
present regime, may be unloaded there, after having travelled through an Allied 
or neutral country, the obligation to be nationalized in this country, by paying 
importation duties. This obligation would not entirely prevent German goods from 
being introduced into Turkey, but would constitute an obstacle and would place 
these goods in a disadvantageous situation, in comparison with the Allied or 
neutral products; the nationality should be verified upon the arrival in Turkey, by 
showing the receipt of the Allied or neutral customs-house, which received the 
duties. 

(2) Publish a notice that no goods of German origin shall be received in Turkey, 
whatever may be the nationality of their owner, the port of embarkation, and the 
nationality of the transporting ship. This measure would be most efficacious, and 
would prevent even the Allied or neutral tradesmen from introducing into Turkey 
any goods of German origin they may possess. But its application would be diffi- 
cult on account of the circumstantial verifications which should be made at the 
unloading. 

It should be notified that the Commanders or the agents of the navigation 
Companies could transport goods of German origin, only at their own risks, and 
that they should declare, upon their arrival in a Turkish port, that they have no 
German goods, bound to Turkey. 

In case of false declaration, the Commander of the Allied ports should inflict 
upon them a penalty, and they should re-embark, at their own expense, those 
German goods. Besides, the Allied customs-houses, and especially the Chambers 
of Commerce, could often give the necessary information for the application of this 
measure. 

However, the Italian High Commissioner insists upon remarking that it would 
be advisable to consider whether the shipment, from an Allied or neutral port to 
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a Turkish port, of German goods, nationali2!:ed in the States from wliich they come 
would constitute an infringement of Art. 23 of the Armistice. 

Before adopting one of the above solutions, and on account of the repercussions 
which the second might have on the Allied or neutral trade, the High Com- 
missioners decided to refer to their Governments, and to ask them, by this telegram 
to the Supreme Council, for instructions. 

Defrange. 


Appendix I to No. 51“ 

Draft of Note^ to be addressed Lo the President of the hiterallied Air Commission of 
Control^ for transmission to the German Government^ as soon as the going into force of 

the Peace Treaty 

I have the honour, in the name of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 
to reply as follows, to the German Government’s Note, A. A. I. No. G724, under 
date of November, 17, 1919.^ 

Concerning the three first paragraphs of this Note, I beg to recall the terms of 

my Note in which the opinion adopted by the Principal Allied and 

Associated Powers, as to what material, actually existing in Germany, may be con- 
sidered as civil material, is clearly expressed. 

The Principal Allied and Associated Powers are obliged to reject the interpre- 
tation of Art. 201, which the German Government seems to have adopted. 
Article 198 permanently forbids Germany to possess any naval or military air 
force. Moreover, Art. 201 forbids, for six months, the fabrication or importation 
of any air material in Germany. If it did not concern civil air material, this 
article would be meaningless, considering the stipulations of Article 198. 

Part XI as indicated by its title, deals only with Air Navigation, and has no 
relation to the obligations imposed on Germany, for military reasons, and from an 
aeronautic point of view, and especially with the six months’ prohibition of fabrica- 
tion and importation of any air material, whether its character be military, naval 
or civil. 

The Principal Allied and Associated Powers do not pretend that the existence 
in Germany of routes for air navigation will be impossible after the going into 
force of the Treaty. 

The existence of such routes may be admitted, and these routes may be utilized 

by: 

I . Any aircraft, the civil nature of which shall have been thoroughly verified by 
the Interallied Air Commission of Control. 

2- Any aircraft of non-military type which may be imported or constructed 
in Germany, after the expiration of the period of six months provided for l)y 
Article 201. 

Concerning the neutral zone, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers shall 
only have to see that Article 43 is not violated. 

The original of this appendix also contained a brief covering note of December ii, 
1919, from General Duval to M. Dutasta enclosing the draft note to the German Govern- 
ment and explaining that it had been ‘ drawn up by the Commission on Air Clauses’ and 
read and corrected by the Drafting Committee of the Peace Conference’. 

Punctuation as in original. 



They do not lay down, as a principle, that no landing fields for the civil air 
circulation, should not be established in the said zone, but it is obvious that 
the creation of landing fields might give rise to a state of things inconsistent with 
the strict execution of the clauses of Article 43. 

In consequence, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have a right to see 
that the Commissions on the Establishment and Upkeep of landing fields be of 
such a nature as to assure the execution of the stipulations of the Peace Treaty. 

Appendix K to No. 51 
Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference. 

PARIS, December ig^ igig. 

To: The Secretary-General of the Peace Conference. 

From: The Polish Delegation. 

After having learned the reasons for the modification of the Arrangement of 
September loth regarding the contribution towards the costs of liberation of the 
territories of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and considering that the 
modifications proposed do not correspond to the interests of Poland, the Polish 
Delegation has the honour to solicit that, as far as Poland is concerned, the 
Arrangement which she signed, together with the Allied and Associated Powers, 
September 10, 1919, be maintained. 

The Polish Delegation at the same time takes the liberty of expressing its keen 
regret that it did not have the opportunity to present, at an earlier date, its point 
of view in this respect. 

Please accept, etc. 


No. 52 

H.D. 123.] J^otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room^ Quai dDrsay^ Paris ^ Tuesday ^ January 6^ 

ig20, at 10,30 a.m. 

Present: US, A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretary, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U,S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. Great Britain: Capt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

Great Britain: Mr. Millington Drake, Gen. Sackville-West, Gmdr. Mac- 
namara, Mr. Carr. 

France: Gen. Weygand, Gen, Le Rond, Adi. Le Vavasseur, M. Laroche, 
M. Kammerer, M. Hermitte. 

Italy: Gen. Cavallero, Vice-Adi, Grassi, Cmdr. Scanagatta, M. Vannu- 
telli-Rey, M. Stranieri, M. Mancioli. 

Japan: M. Sawada. 
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I . General Le Rond told the Council that in the course of conversations 
he had had with M. von Simson the latter recalled that 
the German delegation in a note of 28 October last had 
raised the question of the revision of the German-Polish 
frontier but that no reply had so far been made to their 
communication. He had replied that the German note 
amounted to nothing less than raising the whole question 
of the treaty of Versailles and that, he considered, could 
not be countenzinced by the AlHed Governments. 
M. von Simson had then said that he would take note 
of the comment but that the German delegation were 
none the less anxious to have a written reply in order to 
justify themselves in the eyes of the local population who had insisted upon 
the German Government’s obtaining some modification of the treaty. In 
those circumstances he had prepared a draft reply which had been submitted 
to M. Fromageot and which he would read to the Council. 

General Le Rond then read the document which appears as Appendix A. 
It was decided: 

to adopt the draft letter to the German delegation proposed by General 
Le Rond. (Appendix A.) 

General Le Rond said that the German delegates had also recalled that 
in a letter of 5 November last they had asked that a certain limited territory, 
situated in the southwest of Upper Silesia and which, according to the treaty 
of peace, ought to go to Czecho-Slovakia, might be allocated to Upper 
Silesia and allowed to share the same fate as the plebiscite accorded to that 
province. He had confined his reply in that case also to saying that no modi- 
fication of the Treaty of Versailles could possibly be considered. M. von 
Simson was satisfied with the reply and insisted only that it be communicated 
to him in writing. Nevertheless M. von Simson’s request emphasized the 
necessity of an understanding between the Germans and the Czecho-Slovaks 
if the evacuation of that territory by the Germans and its handing over to 
Czecho-Slovakia were to be assured. He had advised the Czecho-Slovak 
Delegation about that situation in order that it might take steps to be repre- 
sented for that question in the negotiations actually taking place. A draft 
statute for the territories of Memel and Dantzig was to be submitted to the 
Council that very day. It had been prepared by the Commissions of Polish 
and of Baltic Affeiirs in joint session. It might be well if a sub-commission 
comprising two or three members of those Conimissions would be good 
enough to take part in the negotiations that were going on. 

That proposal was adopted. 

General Weygand told the Supreme Coimcil that, in accordance with 
fW Revision of ike instructions, the commission which had fixed the 

mmb^^^Mied ‘troops Clumbers of troops to be sent into the areas of occupation 
to be sent to the areas of ^^^.d met on the previous day to examine the objections 
occupation raised in M. von Lersner’s note. It had been unanimous 
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in thinking that the troops proposed could not be reduced in number without 
serious inconvenience and likewise that the arguments put forward by the 
Germans could not be discussed at all. For examples the Germans had 
professed that their military barracks did not have sufficient accommodation, 
although, as a matter of fact, the numbers of the troops fixed for the occupa- 
tion were very appreciably lower than the numbers stationed in the German 
barracks in those territories in time of peace. Nevertheless, so far as concerned 
Allenstein, since the British troops had had to be reduced to the extern of 
one battalion, they had in the draft letter he was submitting to the Council, 
offered as a concession in that case that the number of battalions to be sent 
would be reduced from four to three. 

On the other hand, since the Government of the United States had not yet 
ratified the Treaty, and consequently could not for the moment send into 
Germany the forces originally decided the total force anticipated was re- 
duced by one quarter. The Germans had therefore at the moment partial 
satisfaction and he proposed to tell them that that circumstance would allow 
the Allies to make a trial of the reduction asked by them. 

General Weygand then read the draft reply to the note of the German 
Delegation of January 2, 1920 (Appendix B).^ 

It was decided : 

to adopt the draft reply to the note of the German Delegation of January 
2. 1920 (Appendix B).i 


M. Laroche read a report on that question, presented jointly by the 
(c) Draft arrangement commissions of Baltic and of PoKsh Affairs. (Appen- 
with the German Govern- <li^ G.) 

ment on the transfer of He added that the basis of the arrangement with 
sovereignty at Dantzig Germany which appeared as an appendix to that report 
andMemel been prepared by the Drafting Committee. The 

Commission had thought it well to make certain modifications and proposed 
to the Supreme Covmcil the adoption of a text rectified in certain particulars. 

M. Laroche then read the drjift (Appendix D) . 

He explained that the points on which they had modified the draft pre- 
pared by the Drafting Committee were two in number. One bore upon the 
condition in which the German oflScials of those territories would retain the 
rights they had acquired, and the other upon economic and revenue arrange- 
ments. 


In agreement with the Drafting Committee they had deemed it necessary 
to give to the Germans, who would not fail to raise the question, certain 
concessions, but the formula of the legal experts had seemed too rigid, con- 
sidering especially that the provisional regime, insofar as it affected Memd, 


* Not printed. This replywas in the sense of the preceding remarks by General Weygand. 
There was added in the last paragraph: ‘In order to do away with any misunderstanding, 
it should be remarked that only police forces may remain in the territories occupied after 
the entry into force of the Treaty and such forces should only include local or municipal 
police forces and gendarmes, exclusive of all formations which depended directly on the 
central authority before the entry into force of the Treaty.’ 
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might last for a considerable time; the draft they were proposing seemed to 
have the advantage of not prejudicing the future and of leaving to the Allied 
and Associated Powers greater liberty of action. 

Mr. Wallace said that, so far as concerned Clause i, dealing with the 
procedure of the handing over of the ceded territories, he was obliged to state 
that the use of the formula ‘Principal Allied and Associated Powers’ would 
make it necessary for him to ask instructions from his Government. 

M. Laroche insisted that they could not in that document use any other 
term than the one which already appeared in the Treaty of Versailles. 

Mr. Wallace said that he did not insist. 

It was decided : 

to accept the basis of arrangement with Germany on the transfer of 
German sovereignty over Memel and Dantzig and the provisional adminis- 
tration of those territories as appeared in Appendix D. 

[2] M. Gambon proposed to postpone until the following meeting the 

Reply of the [itoa- examination of that question as the Roumanian Govern- 
mlmicn Government to ment’s reply was known to them so far only by the tele- 
the two first [poin\ts in grams of the French Charge d’Affaircs at Bucarest. They 
the [Supre\me Council's had just received the text of the Roumanian reply itself; 
[wte] of November there was every reason, it seemed to him, to postpone 

L- t5, 1^19 discussion of the question till tlie text of that reply 

could be distributed to the several Delegations. 

(The remainder of the discussion was postponed until the following 
meeting.) 

[3] M. Cambon commented upon the French Delegation’s note of Jan- 

Representations to the 4 > 1 920 (Appendix E). After a short discussion, 

Hungarian Government It was decided: 

in favour of the Com- Allied generals at Budapest receive instructions 

make representations to the Hungarian Government in 
order to ask its clemency towards the communists con- 
demned to death. 

[4] M. DE Saint Quentin explained to the Council that, in accordance 

« <r i instructions, the Drafting Committee had handed to 

Hungary Secretariat General the list of questions affecting the 

Hungarian Treaty which were not yet definitely settled. 
The Secretariat General had obtained from the several competent commis- 
sions the necessary information on the stage reached in the decisions upon 
those questions. 

The first point concerned the liquidation of the property of Hungarian 
nationals by the Roumanians. That question had been the subject of a note 
from Sir George Clerk. The Drafting Committee had examined the possible 
consequences of that liquidation as it affected Hungarian or foreign nationals 
in the territories ceded to Roumania. As they were aware, Roumanian 

2 See No. 23, minute 2 & note 3. 
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legislation prohibited foreigners from owning property^ the Economic Com- 
mission had been apprised of the question and would send in its report that 
very day. 

The second point concerned the military and naval clauses, modifica- 
tions in which were demanded by the Czecho-Slovak Delegation (note of 
December 22 [? 2 o]y 1919) and by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation (note 
of December 27, 1919). 

The military representatives at Versailles were then examining those two 
notes and their report would be ready probably towards the 8th or gth of 
January. 

A third point affected the mines of Pecs. The Commission on Roumanian 
Affairs had proposed to the Supreme Council to submit the exploitation of 
those mines for five years to the control of the Reparation Commission which 
would be in a position, if it considered that advisable, to take into account 
the Serb-Croat-Slovene State’s need of coal.3 The Serbs had then sent a 
note to the Conference on December 22nd, in which they maintained that 
that arrangement was not such as could give them complete satisfaction and 
that in any case it would leave them without coal until the Treaty came into 
force. The Commission on Roumanian and Yugo-Slav Affairs was to meet 
on the following day to examine the Serb-Croat-Slovene note and would 
submit to the Supreme Council a report upon the possibility of acceding to 
the Yugo-Slav demand, both from the economic and from the political point 
of view. 

The fourth point affected the economic clauses of the treaty. The Czecho- 
slovaks had made a formal protest against the obligations imposed upon them 
by the Treaty to supply to Hungary a certain quantity of coal. A decision of 
the Supreme Council of December 31st had referred that question to the 
Coal Commission.^ But Powers with limited interests being represented on 
that Coal Commission, there would be great difficulties in arriving at unani- 
mous results for the reason that the interested parties themselves were repre- 
sented thereon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that it was nevertheless impossible to make 
the conclusion of the Treaty await a decision of the Coal Commission. 

M. DE Saint Quentin thought it would be preferable to consult only the 
experts of the Principal Powers. 

Sir Eyre Crowe believed that that solution would indeed be preferable 
and, even so, it was necessary to hasten matters since the Hungarians were 
to arrive the following day. 

It was decided : 

to cancel the decision of December 21,s 1919, referring to the European 
Coal Commission the examination of the Czecho-Slovak protest against 
supplying coal to Himgary and to refer the examination of the question 
to the technical experts of the Principal Powers. 

3 See No. 34, minute 2. 

4 See No. 49, minute 10, 

5 In error for December 31 (see note 4 above). 
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M. DE Saint Quentin explained that another economic clause still re^ 
mained in suspense, that namely which dealt with the liquidation of Hun- 
garian property in the territories acquired by the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 
The question was to be examined that day by the competent Commission. 

A further question had been raised by the British Delegation: it dealt with 
the measures to be taken in favour of Allied nations who had been adversely 
affected by the issue of notes by the Hungarian Communist Government, 
notes which were then without value. The question had been referred to the 
Financial Commission. That Commission had asked the British Delegation 
for precise information about the conditions in which the issue and exchange 
of those notes had taken place. It had also asked the Economic Commission 
to let it know whether the financial measures of the Government of Bela 
Kim could be considered as coming under the definition ‘exceptional war 
measures’, mentioned in Article 232 of the Treaty. The Economic Commis- 
sion had stated that it had no objection to the insertion in the treaty of an 
article taking into account the case cited by the British Delegation. The 
Financial Commission would continue to meet to come to a decision upon 
the question which had been submitted to it. 

One last point, a request from the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation re- 
ferred to canal administration in the Bachka, the Baranya and the Banat. 
The Serbs had presented two demands, one for the cession of the territory of 
Baya. It seemed to him that that demand could not be granted as the com- 
petent Commission had decided in favour of the maintenance of the frontier 
and the Supreme Council had approved its decision. The second demand of 
the Serbs on the same subject had been referred to the Commission of Ports, 
Waterways and Railways and the Secretariat General had asked that Com- 
mission to expedite its reply. 

To resume, none of the points he had touched upon seemed to present 
insuperable difficulties and they might hope that the final text would be 
prepared by Friday.® 

M. DE Martino asked whether that final text would be submitted to the 
Supreme Council. 

M. DE Saint Quentin answered that the text had already been approved 
by the Supreme Council except in the four or five points which he had just 
discussed and upon which the Council would still have to give its decision. 

M. DE Martino explained that his financial expert had told him on the 
previous day that certain economic and financial clauses of the treaty had not 
been communicated to him. 

M. DE Saint Quentin felt it difficult to understand how that could have 
happened. The clauses of the Treaties were as a matter of fact dreifted by the 
Commissions and then, after approval by the Supreme Council, revised by 
the Drafting Committee. In any case the Italian financial expert might 
easily have communicated to him the clauses that interested him by applying 
to his colleague on the Drafting Committee. 

The meeting then adjourned. 

^ January 9, 1930. 
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Appendix A to No. 52 

PARIS, January 6, ig^o. 

Peace Conference. 

The President. 

Ivir. President: 

In the course of the present conversations, !M. von Simson, President of the 
German Commission of Experts, asked for a reply to your letter of October 28, 
enclosing a Note "relative to the temporary’- demarkation line between Germany 
and Poland, and a rectification of the Eastern frontier’. 

The proposals contained in the said Note are tantamount to placing the Treaty 
of V ersailles under question, therefore, they cannot be given consideration. 

The Allied Powers can only comply with the stipulations of the Treaty of June 
28, 1919. 

Accept, etc. 


Appendix G to No. 52 

Report presented to the Supreme Council by the Commissions on Polish and 

Baltic Affairs 

During the meeting of January 3, 1920, it was decided by the Supreme Council: 
"that the Commission on Polish Affairs, which is authorized to employ the experts 
it may deem necessary, will immediately prepare plans for arrangements with the 
German Government concerning the transfer of sovereignty over Memel and 
Dantzig.’ 

In the course of an expose presented to the Supreme Council by General Le 
Rond, it was indicated that the Arrangement between the Allied Powers and 
Germany might be elaborated on the following bases : {a) temporary maintenance 
of German officials, with the guarantees enjoyed by them; {b) maintenance of the 
jurisdictions existing at the present time; and creation of a Superior jurisdiction; 
{c) maintenance of the German legislation; (d) delivery of the properties belonging 
to the Reich and Prussia to the Allied Powers ; (e) temporary maintenance of the 
economic and financial status quoP 

The Commission on Polish Affairs and the Commission on Baltic Affairs met on 
January 5. 

They were unanimous in deciding that the immediate arrangements should be 
of a general nature, and that it was advisable to authorize the Temporary Adminis- 
trator, representative of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers in Dantzig, 
and the Commander of the Occupation Forces in Memel, to adopt any neces- 
sary measures of detail on the spot. 

Under these circumstances it appeared desirable to have special clauses prepared 
to cover the points (r) and (d) in the concluding of the Arrangement. 

As Germany will automatically lose all rights of sovereignty over the territories 
of Dantzig and Memel, upon the entry into force of the Treaty, the temporary 
maintenance of the German legislation wiU be decided by the Allied and Associated 
Powers alone without requiring consultation with the German Government. 

7 See No. 50, minute 2. 



Furthermore, as the delivery of the properties belonging to the Reich and to the 
various German States is provided for, by Article 107 of the Treaty for Dantzig, 
and in the two first paragraphs of Article 256 for Memel, the representatives of the 
Allied and Associated Powers will be authorized to regulate the conditions of this 
delivery on the spot. 

Finally, it appeared to the Commission that it would entail serious inconveniences 
to formally agree to maintain the economic and financial status quo now existing. 

If, in principle, this maintenance appears temporarily inevitable, it is important, 
nevertheless, to reserve, in the interest of the territories transferred to the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, the right to adopt any measures which may be 
deemed necessary (interdiction to export to Germany, for example). 

In the same way, if the maintenance of the present local jurisdiction appears 
unavoidable, it is desirable to provide, in the Arrangement with Germany, for the 
creation of a Superior jurisdiction applicable in the ceded territories. 

As Germany’s relinquishment of her sovereignty rights releases, ipso facto, the 
inhabitants of Memel and Dantzig from the jurisdiction of German tribunals, the 
Allied and Associated Powers are authorized to institute a Superior District Court 
under any conditions deemed advisable by them. 

From the German point of view, the maintenance of the local jurisdiction 
amounts to an application of the temporary statutes of the magistrates now officiat- 
ing in the ceded territories, (Therefore the question conflicts with point {a).) 

The Arrangement between the Allies and Germany might be limited to a certain 
number of provisions according to which the officials of administrative or judiciary 
order, who would temporarily remain in office, would retain the powers vested in 
them by the German Government, but, on the other hand, it appeared to the 
Commission necessary that provisions be adopted regulating the conditions under 
which the delivery of ceded territories is to be effected, (settlement of the accounts, 
turning over of the archives, etc.). 

In accord with the Drafting Committee, and under reservation concerning 
certain modifications made in the text prepared by the Committee, the Com- 
mission has the honour to submit the plan of Arrangement hereto annexed® for the 
approval of the Supreme Council, 

For the reasons above exposed, the Commission is unable to agree with Alinea 
5,® and proposes that it be replaced by the text submitted in Annex 2.’'^ 

Appendix D to No. 52 

Bases for the Arrangement with Germany concerning the Transfer of German Sove- 
reignty on the Territories of Memel and Dantzig and the Provisional Administration 

of these Territories 

I . Procedure for the transfer of the ceded territories. 

The sovereignty being transferred ipso facto to the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers by the coming into force of the Treaty, the transfer of these territories will 
be effected (by the highest functionary of the German Administration) to the 

® Not printed. This annex was the first draft of the document in appendix D. (Cf. 
M. Laroche’s explanation recorded in minute i (c) above.) 

^ i.e. General Le Rond’s proposal (e) above. 

See paragraph 2 of appendix D. 
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representative of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers at the request of the 
latter and under the conditions which he will indicate. 

2. The German financial administration and the . . .5^^ as well as the administra- 
tive and judicial registers will be closed at the date of the transfer of these territories. 
All archives and registers will be remitted into the possession of the new authority. 

3. Proces-verbal of the above operations will be made and signed by the 
respective representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powders and of 
Germany. 

4. A few- days’ delay is granted them for the carrying out of these different 
formalities. 

4. [szr] Provisional Administration of the Ceded Territories. 

The administrative and judicial personnel and in general the personnel in the 
public service of the state, w’hich, in accord with the representatives of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, will continue to exercise their functions temporarily, 
will keep their acquired rights in Germany. If they later return in the German 
service, these functionaries will be considered by the German Government as 
having been temporarily on leave. In the event that they w'ould remain definitely 
in the service of the ceded territories, their rights in regard to Germany will be 
determined at the date of the transfer of the territories and will be the object of a 
subsequent convention. 

5. The Economic and Customs regime of the ceded territories w’ould only be 
determined when the final political regime of these territories shall have been 
established. The modifications which it may be necessary to bring provisionally 
in the present relations between these territories and Germany -will take into serious 
account the reciprocal needs and interests of the population. 


Appendix E to No, 52 

Proposal to request the Clemency of the Hungarian Government for certain Communists 

January iS^o. 

French Delegation. 

Execution of Communists at Budapest 

From concordant information sent from Budapest by General Gordon [Gorton] 
and General Graziani, the Hungarian Courts have condemned to death a certain 
number of communists, several of whom represented the most moderate element in 
the Government of Bela Kun. On the date of December 23, 14 communists had 
already been executed. At that time. General Gordon [Gorton] asked for and 
obtained from his Government instructions to intercede in favour of the condemned. 
But his steps were either too late or vain. Since then, he asked his French and 
Italian colleagues for assistance. 

The French Government is willing, jointly with the other Governments, to 
invite the Hungarian Government to be indulgent, if the Supreme Council thus 
decides. 

” The text here is uncertain. The earlier draft originally included in appendix G read: 
‘The German management of the finances and recording thereof, as well as’ etc. The text 
printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: The Paris Conference, igig, 
vol. ix, p. 816, reads: ‘The German financial administration and the [book of accounts] 
as well as’ etc. 
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No. 53 


H.D. 124.] J^otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. PichorCs Room, Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ Friday, January 

ig20, at 11.30 a.m. 


Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Mr. Lloyd George, Lord Curzon, Mr. Bonar Law; secre- 
tary, Sir M. P. A. Hankey. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. 

Arnavon, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Nitti, M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winlhrop. France: M. Massigli. 

Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following w'ere also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, Gen. Weygand, Gen. Le Rond, 
M. Laroche, M. de Fleuriau, M. Hermitte, M. dc Montille, M. 
Fromageot. 

Italy: Gen. Gavallero, Vice-Adi. Grassi, M. Mancioli. 

Japan: M. Sawada. 


I. The Gouncil had before it a note of the Drafting Gommittee, dated 
January 6, 1920 (see Appendix A),* and a note from 
Gewum^D^k British Delegation, dated January 8, 1920 (see 

Tation' ~ Appendix B). I 

M. Clemenceau stated that before dealing with the 
agenda he wished to express his thanks to the distinguished representatives 
of Great Britain and Italy who had been kind enough to attend. They hoped 
that it would at last be possible, by a common effort, to settle with them the 
questions arising out of the war, which had not yet received a solution. 

They intended to sign the protocol on the following day and to proceed to 
the deposit [of] the ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles. There remained, 
however, a difficulty which M. Loucheur would explain to the Gouncil. 

M. Loucheur said that there was a dispute concerning a sentence of the 
letter which they had decided to deliver to the Head of the German Delega- 
tion after he had signed the protocol. The last sentence of the last paragraph 
but one of that letter^ noted that the reduction which might be made from 
the original demand of 400,000 tons of floating docks, floating cranes, etc., 
should not exceed 125,000 tons. The Drafting Committee, however, feared 
ambiguity; it might well be understood that the maximum of 125,000 tons 
only applied to the reduction which would be proposed by the experts after 
verification of the existing material. If the Supreme Gouncil meant to say 


^ Not printed. The notes in appendices A and B were as summarized below by M. 
Loucheur. 

^ i.e. the last sentence of the draft passage proposed by Baron von Lersner: see No. 51, 
minute i. 
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that that maximum included all the reductions which might be proposed for 
whatsoever cause, the Drafting Committee considered that it would be 
necessar}" to modify- the text. The British Delegation supported the^e obseiv’a- 
tions, and Sir Eyre Crowe declared that, in his opinion, the figure of 125,000 
tons, as adopted by the Council, should include all reductions, whatsoever. ^ 
He hastened to say that they were all in agreement with Sir Eyre Crowe’s 
interpretation. It was to be distinctly understood that in no case should the 
total of reductions to be made on the original demand of 400,000 tons exceed 
125,000 tons. That point once established, it seemed to him dangerous to 
modify the terms of the letter which M. von Lersner had already accepted. 
Furthermore, was such a change necessary? They were the sole judges of 
reductions which might be consented to for economic reasons. It was there- 
fore sufficient for the Allies to agree among themselves that in no case should 
the total of reductions, made for whatsoever cause, exceed 125,000 tons; but 
it was useless to notify their agreement to the Germans. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the total of the reductions allowed for whatsoever cause, on the 

original demand of 400,000 tons of floating docks, cranes, etc., as 
reparation for the Scapa Flow affair, should not in any case exceed 
the figure of 125,000 tons ; 

(2) that if the Council were agreed on that point, there would be no need to 

modify the last sentence of the penultimate paragraph of the letter 
to be delivered to M. von Lersner after the signature of the protocol. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 

instructions of his Government. 

2. M. Clemengeau stated that the following ceremony would take place on 

Ceremony of the signature the afternoon of the following day: they would first meet 
of the protocol and of the in M. Pichon’s room, M. von Lersner would be intro- 
proces-verbal of the duced and would sign the protocol alone. They would 
deposit of ratifications proceed to the Clock Room where the proces-verbal 

of the deposit of ratifications would be signed by a representative of each of 
the Powers which had ratified. 

3. The Council had before it a memorandum of the German Delegation 

dated January 3, 1920 (see Appendix G), a note of the 
Letter to the German German Delegation, dated January 8, 1920 (see Appen- 
Delegation in reply to ^ letter to M. von Lersner, dated 

German memorandum January 9, 1920 (see Appendix E). 
dated Jan. 3, igso M. Fromageot said that the German Delegation had 

addressed a memorandum to the Conference, the first 
paragraph of which stated 'until such time as it is known whether the United 
States of America will ratify the Treaty or not, the German Government is 
prepared to let the Allies decide how the American representatives on the 

3 The British note stated that ‘Sir Eyre Crowe certainly understood that it was [the] 
sense of the Supreme Council that the amount of 125,000 tons should include all possible 
reductions, granted according to the experts’ inquiry, or for economic reasons’. 
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Commission provided for by the Treaty may be temporarily replaced’. On 
the other hand, the German Delegation raised anew the question of the 
American representation in a short note concerning Memel and Dantzig, 
which had been received on the preceding day. Under these conditions it 
was advisable that there should not be a misunderstanding between the 
Allies and Germany, the consequences of which might be serious. The United 
States not having ratified the Peace Treaty, had no claim to sovereignty over 
Memel and Dantzig: the Allied Powers did not, therefore, represent the 
rights of the United States — rights which were then non-existent. It was 
important, on the other hand, that Germany should not be able to maintain 
later on that she had only accepted the Treaty temporarily and that, should 
the United States not ratify it, she was justified in questioning its validity. 
That was an argument which was directly contrary to the final stipulations 
of the Treaty. It had for that reason appeared necessary to reply to the 
German memorandum by a note which he would read to the Council. 
(M. Fromageot then read the draft note contained in Appendix E.) 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was in agreement with what M. Froma- 
geot had just said. It was understood that when three of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, on the one hand, and Germany, on the other, had 
ratified the Treaty, it should then come into force. That arrangement held 
good, irrespective of which of the Powers had ratified, and the situation would 
be similar if Great Britain, for example, had not ratified. Were this not so, 
there would be no peace; the state of war could not be prolonged. It was 
impossible to wait until America let them know whether she intended ratify- 
ing or not, before putting the Treaty into force. The Treaty was not a pro- 
visionad one : it was a final Treaty which bound once and for all the Powers 
which had ratified, and Germany. This being so, and whilst approving the 
note as a whole, he wondered whether it would not be possible to suppress 
the reference made to China on the second page.* 

M. Fromageot remarked that this was a good argument. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that it might be, but the question was whether 
the use of that argument were opportune. 

M. Fromageot remarked that they might simply say ‘the absence of the 
signature of one Power would not prevent the Treaty from existing . . . etc.’ 

M. Scialoja did not consider the argument a good one. The question in 
substance was not whether the Treaty came into force or not, but to decide 
how such of its clauses as dealt with special action to be taken by the United 
States, or its representatives, could be applied: for example, those which men- 
tioned the participation of the United States on such and such a Commission. 

A case in point would be whether, in the absence of the American repre- 
sentative, a Commission could exercise its functions. The problem was not 
to decide whether the Treaty should be applied, but to decide how it could 
be applied. 

^ This reference was not included in the text in appendix E. The passage in question is 
printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States : the Paris Peace Conference, 
iQiQy vol. ix, p. 828. 
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M. Clemengeau said that they were therefore all agreed to omit that 
argument. 

It was decided : 

To send to the Head of the German Delegation the letter, of which a 
draft was given in Appendix E, omitting in the last paragraph of page 2 
the argument drawn from the absence of China’s signature of the Treaty/ 


Draft of a verbal note 
to the German Delega” 
tion {Concentration of 
troops in Western 
Prussia) 


The Council had before it a note from the Marshal, Commander-iix-Ghief 
of the Allied Armies, dated January 6, 1920 (Appendix 
F), and a draft verbal note to the German Delegation 
(Appendix G).^ 

General Weygand read and commented upon the 
note of Marshal Foch. 

Mr. Wallace asked whether the Germans had not 
already agreed to withdraw their troops from those regions. 

General Weygand replied that the Germans had concluded an agree- 
ment with the Poles which laid down the conditions of the evacuation of the 
territories ceded to Poland. The Poles were now anxious about the concen- 
tration of German forces in the territories to be ceded, and especially of 
troops which came from the Baltikum: they feared incidents at the time of 
the handing over of those districts to the Polish authorities. For that reason 
they asked the Conference to intervene. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he wondered whether it would be advisable 
to send a note of that kind. The Germans were responsible for the mainte- 
nance of order until such time as the Polish and Allied troops would occupy 
those territories. Was it wise to send a note of that kind before they felt sure 
that the Germans intended to violate the Treaty? Up to that time there was 
no reason to suppose that such was their intention. He would point out that 
the evacuation of the German troops was only to begin on the seventh day. 
He feared a delay in the evacuation by the Germans much less than a delay 
on the part of the troops which were to replace them. 

General Weygand replied that as the Council had decided to bring the 
Treaty into force on the following day, he would not insist, as the question 
lost much of its interest. 


It was decided: 

that there was no need to send a verbal note to the Head of the German 
Delegation on the subject of the concentration of troops in the territories 
of Western Prussia, 


5. General Weygand stated that on the preceding day they had signed an 
agreement with the German representatives concerning 
Trarispoit of Allied transport of Allied contingents in the plebiscite areas. 

cite anas That agreement satisfied their demands regarding the 

number of wagons to be supplied by the Germans. The 
German representatives, however, had made reservations in the document 
s Not printed. This draft verbal note was based on the note by Marshal Foch in appendix 
F and concluded by making to the German Government the two requests proposed by him. 
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which had been signed on the preceding day, with regard to the cost of this 
transport, stating that they had not received a reply from Berlin; they had 
therefore not agreed to grant the Allies military rates. 

The Council took note of General Weygand’s communications. 

6. M. Dutasta said that they had received a telegram from the French 

Minister at Copenhagen, dated January 5th, stating that 
representative of the German Government had not yet 
co mmu nicated in writing whether he was authorized to 
accept the arrangement which had been submitted to him by the Inter- 
national Commission concerning the occupation of the plebiscite area in 
Schleswig. M. Dutasta had seen M. von Lersner on the preceding day and 
had informed him that the Council must receive written approval of that 
agreement by the German Government by the following day. M. von Lersner 
thought that that approval must have been given since January 5th. In any 
case, he would obtain authority to give it himself, if need be. 

7. M. Berthelot said that in order to meet certain wishes and also to give 

a certain solemnity to the first meeting of the Council 
Rrst mehng of the League of Nations, they had agreed to postpone 

Nations ceremony for a few days. In any event it would be 

well to fix the exact date thereof without delay, and 
commimicate it to President Wilson who would send out the official convo- 
cation. M. Bourgeois suggested January 19th. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the question was as follows: did they wish 
the first meeting to be an official ceremony or not? Unless he were mis- 
taken, that first meeting would only decide a practical question, i.e., the 
nomination of the Delimitation Commission of the Saar. Would it be neces- 
sary to have a highly ceremonial function for that? It seemed that a simple 
business meeting would be sufficient to attain that object. The inauguration, 
properly speaking, of the League could then take place, once all the delegates 
had been appointed and when it became possible to decide upon a more 
complete agenda. 

M. Berthelot said that it was, however, rather difficult that the first 
meeting should take place without any ceremony; and it was natural enough 
that some speeches should be made on that occasion. Some time previous, 
M. Fromageot had found an ingenious solution which came very near to 
Mr. Lloyd George’s idea: to wit, to hold the second meeting before the 
first. . . f He did not think that would be possible. . . . ’ 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the fact nevertheless remained that that 
meeting would not do very much, and were it not for the necessity of appoint- 
ing the Saar Commission, there would be no need to call the Council at the 
present time. 

M. Berthelot replied that there were two distinct questions : the question 
of the agenda upon which they were agreed, and that of the date of meeting. 

* A French text of this minute is printed by A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit., p. 345. 

7 Punctuation as in original. 
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Sir Eric Drummond had asked that the first meeting be postponed. It was 
in order to meet his wish that they proposed a delay; but it was clear that 
there was no reason to surround that event with too much ceremony. 

Lord Gurzon said that M. Bourgeois, w’ho was to preside at the first 
meeting, intended to make a speech, and he wished him to make one like- 
wise. As far as he was concerned, he w^as willing not to do so and he thought 
that M. Bourgeois would also consent to this. 

After some discussion. 

It was decided: 

that Lord Gurzon and M. Bourgeois should agree upon the date of the 
first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations. 


8. The Council had before it a note of the Chairman of the Interallied 


Expenses of the Rhine- 
land Interallied High 
Commission 


Rhineland High Commission, dated January 5, 1920 (see 
Appendix H).® 

After a short discussion, 


It was decided: 


That the expenses of the Interallied Rhineland High Commission should 
be paid by Germany by priority, on the same basis as the expenses of the 
army of occupation, provided for in Articles 249 and 251 i of the Treaty 
of Peace. 


Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
instructions of his Government. 

The meeting then adjourned. 

(The Chiefs of Delegations met in earner 


Appendix G to No. 53 

Memorandum from German Delegation of Jan, regarding temporary replacement 

of American Delegates on Commissions provided for in the Treaty 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN L 9I. 

January 5, ig20. 

(1) In order to facilitate the suppression of the difficulties caused by the non- 
participation of the United States of America in the establishment of the first 
proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications, the German Government wishes to 
continue to offer proof of its good faith. Until such times as it is known whether 
the United States of America will ratify the Treaty or not, the German Govern- 
ment is ready to let the Allies decide how the American representatives on the 
Commissions provided for by the Treaty may be temporarily replaced. 

(2) By the terms of the Note of December 22, the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments received information to the effect that, after November 3, the floating docks, 
floating cranes, and dredges which are not carried on the list submitted by the 
German Technical Commission, are to be sold abroad. An investigation ordered 

^ Not printed. This note proposed the resolution adopted by the Supreme Council. 

® See No. 63. 
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by the German Government shows that this information is incorrect. If, however, 
it were established that sales of this nature were being conducted by private 
individuals without the knowledge of the Government, the circumstance should 
be taken in consideration. 

(3) The German Government, in the absence of more definite information from 
the Allies, is not in a position to assume a stand relative to the affirmation, accord- 
ing to which, among the crews interned consequent to the Scapa Flow incident, 
there are individuals who are guilty of a violation of the laws and customs of war 
and concerning whom Article 228 of the Peace Treaty [is] applical^le. The German 
Government again protests against the fact that the crews which, with confidence 
in the terms of the Armistice Convention entered enemy waters, are retained by 
force. 

(4) According to a passage in the Allied Note of December 22, relative to the 
delivery of the five cruisers mentioned in the Protocol, the Allied and Associated 
Governments esteem that the change desired by Germany in the Article in question 
in the Protocol of November i would be in contradiction with the provisions of the 
Peace Treaty. The German Government is not in a position to judge to what 
extent this is exact, and would be grateful for more specific information in the 
matter. 

According to Article 181 of the Treaty, the German Naval forces which are 
available include six small cruisers. According to Article 190, paragraph 3, the 
cruisers as well as the battleships may be replaced by new constructions after a 
period of twenty years after their launching. This provision indicates, in the 
estimation of the German Government that, when Germany was authorized to 
keep six cruisers, it was not intended to include ships whose launching dates so far 
back that they are susceptible to replacement after three or four years. In deliver- 
ing the five cruisers exacted by the Protocol, there would remain eight cruisers from 
which to choose the six cruisers which are to be put into service. Now, among 
these eight cruisers there are only three which were built subsequent to 1900 or, 
to be exact, in 190Q and 1903. Moreover, the present condition of these eight ships 
is so bad that only two at most are available for military use, and this after a con- 
siderable outlay of money, repairs and time. In the meantime, it is absolutely 
necessary for Germany to dispose of militarily serviceable cruisers in the defence of 
her long coast line if she is to avoid being exposed to the attack of any naval forces, 
however feeble. 

PARIS, January 5, 1Q20. 


Appendix D to No. 53 

General Observations from the German Delegation regarding the negotiations as to 
the Territories of Memel and Dantzig 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 
ESH BULLETIN NO, 95. 

January jj?, igso. 
January 8, igso. 

The German Government believes it its duty to remark that according to the 
terms of the Treaty of Peace Germany must renounce her rights and titles to the 
territories of Memel and Dantzig in favour of the Allied and Associated Powers 
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collectively (articles 99 and 100). I suppose that as the United States of America 
have not yet ratified the Peace Treaty, the Four Principal Powers who have ratified 
will provisionally represent the rights which in this respect belong to the United 
States, and I presume that the Government of the United States \nll agree to this 
procedure. 


Appendix E to No. 53 

J^ote to the German Delegation of January gth^ regarding the provisional replacement 
of the United States Delegates^ particularly in regard to Memel and Dantgig 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 96. 

January 12^ igig [igso ] . 

Peace Conference. 

Monsieur le President : 

In an aide-memoire of the 3rd of this month, you were kind enough to inform 
the Secretary-General of the Peace Conference that ‘as long as the question of 
whether the United States would ratify or not remained in suspense, the German 
Government was prepared to leave to the Allies the task of deciding how American 
representatives in the Commissions provided for by the Treaty should be tem- 
porarily replaced’. 

In ‘General Observations in Regard to the Negotiations as to the Territories of 
Memel and Dantzig’ of January 8th, the German Delegation further remarks that 
according to the terms of the Treaty of Peace ‘Germany must renounce all rights 
and titles to these territories in favour of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers collectively’ and assumes that ‘the Four Principal Powers who have 
ratified will provisionally represent the rights which in this respect belong to the 
United States’ as long as this last Power shall not have ratified. 

It is to be feared that the terms in which these communications have been 
drafted may lead to some misunderstanding, which Germany and the Allies have 
a mutual interest to obviate. In the first place, there can be no question of replacing 
even temporarily the American representatives in the Commissions, for such 
replacement would constitute a modification of the Treaty. Neither is it con- 
ceivable that the Four Principal Powers can represent the rights belonging to the 
United States to Memel and Dantzig, since these rights resulting from the Treaty 
cannot exist for the United States until they shall have ratified. 

Therefore, the British Empire, France, Italy, and Japan are, at the present 
moment, the only Powers who according to the Treaty have the quality of Princi- 
pal Allied and Associated Powers as provided for by the Treaty. 

To these four Powers and to these Powers alone, for the time being, do the 
provisions regarding the ‘Principal Allied and Associated Powers’ apply. 

It is therefore to these four Powers only that the undivided sovereignty of 
Memel and Dantzig is transferred. When the United States ratify, the undivided 
sovereignty will belong to five Powers instead of four; but that does not concern 
Germany. 

Finally, the German Government has no reason to consider the non-participa- 
tion of the United States at the first deposit of ratifications to question [.yzV] any 
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provision of the Treaty or to reserve its liberty of action in case the United States 
decide not to ratify the Treaty. 

From the moment of the proces-verbal establishing the first deposit of ratification 
the Treaty must receive from all the Powers participating in the deposit full and 
absolute application in all its provisions. 

Besides, the Supreme Council cannot in this respect do anything else but refer 
to its note of December 22nd and maintain without change the conclusions which 
the first paragraph of this document formulated on strict conformity with the final 
clauses of the Treaty. 

Please accept [etc.] . 


Appendix F to No. 53 
Document i 


Gommander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies 
General Staff 

No. 28, Section Three 


ci.n.Q.., Ja?K 6 , igso. 


From ; Marshal Foch. 

To : President of the Council, President of the Peace Conference. 

According to information of Polish origin, copy of which is hereto annexed, it is 
shown that the Germans are maintaining important forces in Western Prussia, 
which is in no way justified by the internal situation of the country. 

These troops are composed, in particular, of Baltic elements and are principally 
concentrated in the region of Thorn. 

As a result of an anterior intervention. General Dupont obtained the assurance 
of the German Government that the territories of Western Prussia, which are to be 
annexed to Poland, would be freed of all the elements which had arrived, or might 
arrive, from Courland. 

It would appear, from the information above referred to, that these promises 
have not been adhered to. 

In the meantime any concentration of German troops in the regions to be 
evacuated, and particularly of troops brought back from the Baltic, would tend to 
provoke conflicts which it is important to avoid. 

Consequently, it is desirable to invite the German Government, before the entry 
into force of the Treaty, to ; 

{a) reduce the forces in Western Prussia to a strength strictly necessary to assure 
the maintenance of order, and safe passage across the territory for the Polish troops ; 

(b) send all the elements having belonged to the Baltic troops, at the present 
time located either in territory which is to be ceded to Poland or in plebiscite 
territory, to Central Germany. 

These measures, which are similar to those applied in Upper Silesia relative to 
the military situation, might, should it be deemed expedient, be carried out in the 
same manner, by means of a verbal communication to M. von Lersner, 


F. Fogh. 
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Document 2 

Polish Military Mission in France 

PARIS, Jan. 4^ 1920. 

No. 172/B 

From: General Rozwado'^vski, Head of the Polish Militarv* ^Mission. 

To : The Commander-in-Chief of the Interallied Armies. 

I have the honour to inform the Marshal of France that, according to a reliable 
source, the Germans are concentrating important forces at the base of the Vistula. 

These forces are composed as follows: the 33rd Reichswehr Brigade, near 
Insterbruck; the Olita Brigade, near Elk; the 20th, 41st, and 37th R. Brigades, 
near Thorn, while only three brigades are covering the Posnania front. All these 
units have received reinforcements since December ist. The Germans have con- 
centrated the Freikorps Diebitsch, the Freikorps Plehwe, the Schauroth Detach- 
ment, the elements of the 1 7th R. Brigade, all except the elements of this Brigade 
coming from Gourland and Lithuania, in the neighbourhood of Thorn. 

The Gourland troops, noted for their brutality and hostility towards the Poles 
and their lack of discipline, have evidently been brought to these regions to provoke 
the Polish population, and in that way, impede the turning over of these regions to 
Poland. 

I have the honour to request that the Marshal of France cause the necessary 
measures to be taken to ensure the evacuation of these territories by the heavy 
German fighting units before their cession to Poland, and especially, the removal 
of the undisciplined detachments from Gourland before the commencement of the 
Polish occupation. 

If such measures are not taken serious troubles might take place between the 
Germans and occupying troops, while, on the contrary, greatly inferior forces 
would be wholly sufficient to maintain order and assure the correct rendition of the 
territories in question. 

Rozwadowski. 


No. 54 

H.D. 125.] Motes of a Meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs [xzV], 
held at the Quai d'Orsay^ Paris ^ Saturday, January 10, igso, at 11.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Mr. Lloyd George, Lord Gurzon, Mr. Bonar Law; 
secretary, Sir M. P. A. Hankey. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Nitti, M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Winthrop. Great Britain: Capt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

France: M. Gambon, M. Laroche, M. Hermitte, M. Arnavon. 

Italy: Gen. Gavallero. 

Japan: M. Sawada. 



1. Mr. Wallace referred to a reservation made by the American Delegation 
Use of Naike troops of ^ the resolution of the Supreme Council on the subject 
the Togoland and dated December 9, 1919 (h.d. iio).i 

Cameroon for the defence He explained that he had been authorized by his 
of the metropolitan and Government to accept, in the name of the United States, 
of the Colonial umtory suggestion made by Sir Eyre Crowe on the gth of 
December on the subject of employing native troops in the Togo and 
Cameroons, to the effect that the text of Article 22 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations will be maintained but interpreted with reference to the 
minutes of the Council of Ten, of January 30, 1919; in other words, in 
the event only of a general war, France will be allowed to raise within the 
territory held under her mandate native troops to be employed in her 
own defence as well as in that of the territories in question. 

2. M. Clemengeau read the text of the arrangement concerning the Inter- 

allied military organization which would take effect 
Inteiallkd military j-j^g coming into force of the Treaty of Versailles; 

organization after the arrangement was couched in these terms; 

' ‘The Allied and Associated Governments decide that 
the Interallied military organization shall continue 
under the presidency of Marshal Foch at Versailles and shall have as terms 
of reference : 

‘(a) to act as advisory council to the Allied and Associated Governments 
in military questions arising out of the execution of the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany. 

‘{b) to carry into execution the orders given it by the Allied and 
Associated Powers in matters concerning the Commissions of Control and 
the Allied forces of occupation in the Rhineland and Plebiscite areas.’ 
Mr. Lloyd George said that in the name of the British Government he 
very gladly agreed to the proposal put before the Council. It was necessary 
that that organization should continue to sit at Versailles. Versailles was 
a word to which public opinion in England was accustomed. Further, he 
should very much like that that organization should be consulted not only 
upon the military questions arising out of the execution of the Treaty with 
Germany but also upon military questions bearing upon other issues of 
common interest to the Allies. Among such questions he would cite those 
affecting southern Russia, Azerbaidjan and Georgia, where the situation — and 
he was going to discuss it shortly with the Council — ^was very grave. 

M. Matsui pointed out that during the war Japan had not been repre- 
sented on the Versailles Military Council. The Council was now being pro- 
longed; was it xmderstood that Japan would be represented? 

Mr. Lloyd George said that that depended upon Japan; that it was 
Japan itself that had not wished to be represented in the former Council. 

M. Matsui asked whether they would have any objections in the event of 
his Government being prepared to be represented. 

* No. 39 (minute 6). 
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Mr. Lloyd George felt that the Allies would have no objection whatever. 
M. Nitti approved the proposal submitted to the Council, 

It was decided : 

that the Interallied military organization should continue under the 
presidency of Marshal Foch at Versailles and have for instructions: 

(а) to act as advisory council to the Allied and Associated Governments 

in the military' questions arising out of the execution of the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany ; 

(б) to execute the orders given it by the Allied and Associated Powers in 

matters concerning the Commissions of Control and the Allied forces 
of occupation in the Rhineland and Plebiscite areas. 

It was further decided: 

that, should the occasion arise, the Council could be consulted upon all 
military questions of common interest to the Allies w hich the latter might 
be agreed to submit to it. 

Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for instructions 
of his Government. 


3. Mr. Lloyd George told the Council that they had just received from the 
. Caucasus very disturbing news. The Bolsheviks were advanc- 

^ upon the Caspian; if, having entirely defeated Denikin's 
army, they should reach the sea, it was possible that the Turks 
might join with them, an event which would throw the States of the Caucasus 
into a desperate situation. It became incumbent, therefore, on the Council 
to find out whether it would be wise to support those States by sending them, 
for example, arms and ammunition to facilitate their resistance to the Bol- 
shevist drive. He did not mean to express in that place an opinion upon so 
delicate a question, but suggested referring it to the military organization at 
Versailles which without prejudicing the political solution might be able to 
give them the information of a purely military nature which they required 
in order to take a decision, 

M. Clemenceau thought it might be good if the British Delegation drafted 
a memorandum which the Council could submit to the military council at 
Versailles. 


It was decided: 

to refer to the Versailles Military Coimcil the question of the aid it 
might he necessary to give to the Caucasian States against the Bolsheviks. 
The British Delegation would prepare a memorandum upon the subject 
which would be submitted to the Versailles Military Council for immediate 
examination and report to the Supreme Council. 


4. Mr. Lloyd George expressed his regret at again proposing a subject not 
down on the agenda. But the agenda for that meeting 

w7rZfTcmfirL possibly occupy them for quite 

a considerable time. There was a danger of its being so 
on the following days, Mr. Glemenceau's time was extremely limited as 
indeed was his own, for he would doubtless have to return to England shortly 
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on account of serious labour troubles. To save time, he would suggest re- 
course to a method of organization that had already been tested, namely^ to 
constitute on the one hand a Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, which 
would examine questions relative to the Peace Treaty with Hungary and all 
questions of detail on which, for that matter, Lord Gurzon was much better 
informed than himself and to form on the other hand a Council of the Heads 
of Governments who would examine only the larger questions of general 
policy, the discussion of which had been essentially the object of his visit. 

M. Nitti supported Mr. Lloyd George’s proposal. He too could not pro- 
long very much his stay in Paris. He would remind them that he should have 
to be in Italy for labour questions, the solution of which was urgent, as well 
as for the reopening of Parliament which was to take place before the end 
of the month. The Council of Heads of Governments ought naturally to deal 
with the question of the Adriatic, but it was desirable that it should also 
examine the Albanian question which he very earnestly desired to have 
solved before his departure. The maintenance of a force of occupation in 
Albania was costing them enormous sums and they anxiously desired to have 
it settled. 

It was decided: 

that during the presence in Paris of the British and Italian Prime 

Ministers, there should be constituted: 

(1) a Council of the Heads of Governments who would deal with questions 

of general policy; 

(2) a Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs who would deal with questions 

arising out of the Treaty of Peace with Hungary and all matters not 
examined hy the Council of Heads of Governments. 

The meeting adjourned. 
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CHAPTER II 


Meetings in London and Paris of Allied Prime Ministers 
and Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
December ii, 1919 — -January 21, 1920 

No. 55 

i.c.p. I.] Notes of a Conversation at lo^ Downing Street^ London^ on 

Thursday^ December //, ^9^9^ cit j p.m. 

Present: British Empire', The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime I'^Iinister, The 
Right Hon. the Earl Gurzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs, hlr. Philip Kerr. 

France', M. Glemenceau,^ M. Gambon,^ M. Berthelot, M. de Fleuriau.* 
secretary: Sir M. Hankey. 
interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

I. M. Glemengeau said that there were two ways of approaching this 
question, either as a whole or in detail. He thought 

Turkp, Abandonment perhaps the best plan would be to begin by discussing 

of Mandate System for ^ - 

Turkey in Asia, other ^rtain details, such as Mesopotamia, Syna and Pales- 

than the Arab Portions which raised questions more especially concerning 

Great Britain and France. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that it would be better to begin by con- 
sidering the question of Turkey as a whole. 

M. Glemengeau said he had no objection to this course. 

He suggested that, to start with, the system of mandates should be re- 
nounced so far as Asia Minor is concerned, and that the question of the 
Ottoman Empire should be dealt with as a whole in the manner which 
seemed best. When he spoke of renouncing the system of mandates for 
Turkey, he did not wish to include the Arab part of the former Turkish 
Empire. In discussing the question from a Turkish point of view, however, 
he felt he ought not to include Gilicia as part of Syria, since the Turks did 
not admit that it was part of Syria. He therefore asked whether Mr. Lloyd 
George agreed with him in abandoning the system of mandates for Turkish 
Asia, excluding the portions inhabited by Arabs. 

I M. Clemenceau, accompanied by a French staff, had arrived in London on the morning 
of December ii, 1919, in order to discuss with members of His Majesty’s Government 
important questions of common interest (cf. No. 37, note 4) . M. Clemenceau returned from 
London to Paris on December 14, 

^ M. Paul Gambon was French Ambassador in London. 

3 Minister in the French Embassy in London. 
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Mr. Lloyd George replied in the alErmative. 

(Lord Curzon entered at this point.) 

2. M. Clemenceau said that the first question to be considered was that of 
the future of Constantinople. It was a very difhcult and con- 
troversial subject. He would say at the outset, in order to clarify 
an e rai s discussion, that in his view the Straits must be kept in the 

hands of an Allied force and taken altogether out of the hands of Turkey. 
Should the Straits include Constantinople? That was one question. His 
opinion was that it would be a mistake to take the Turks out of Constanti- 
nople. He would consider Constantinople as separate from the Straits. 
T his was not because he anticipated a difference of opinion between the 
United Kingdom and France, but because of the difficulties he apprehended 
would arise with other nations. We must recognize how the agents of the 
various countries would persist in the pursuit of old quarrels, renewing old 
traditions, and making trouble between the two nations contrary to the 
tendencies of the Governments themselves. If the idea of cutting up Asia 
Minor was abandoned, it was our interest to leave a certain amount of 
prestige to the head of the State of Asia Minor. It was unnecessary to talk 
of the blunders that the Turks had committed, or to recall the losses they had 
occasioned. If the Sultan was to govern in our intei'cst, the more respon- 
sibility we could give him the better. It would be easier to govern through 
the Sultan as an intermediary, and for this reason it would be better to leave 
him in Constantinople. An alternative would be to let him go to Brusa, but 
this would cause difficulties that it would be better to avoid. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that, in anticipation of these conversations, he 
had discussed this question with his colleagues as lately as the previous 
evening. On the whole, the British Government felt objections to leaving 
Constantinople in the hands of the Turks. They agreed that Asia Minor 
was not a suitable field in which to apply the system of mandates. They also 
agreed that the Straits must be placed under some form of international 
control. He recalled that owing to the Straits being in the hands of the 
hostile Powers, the war had probably been prolonged for a period of two 
years beyond what would have been the csise if the Straits had remained 
open. As regards Constantinople itself, the British Government felt that 
complete control of the Straits would not be assured unless Constantinople 
also was in the hands of some international force. Constantinople was 
situated at the gates of the Bosphorus. There were perhaps some 500,000 
Turks in Constantinople. If they were left in control there, they would close 
the Bosphorus, even though the Dardanelles were open. Hence he felt that 
there should be an international force in Constantinople. Another con- 
sideration was that the Allied peoples would not wish to have placed upon 
them the burden of paying for the troops required to keep open the Straits. 
The Straits ought to be made self-supporting, but this could not be done 
without Constantinople. In the port and city of Constantinople it should be 
possible to raise sufficient taxes and dues to pay for the troops. This could 
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not be done, however, if there were a large population there outside of the 
control of the Allies. The fact was he did not want to include a big sum in his 
budget for maintaining troops for the Straits. The \iew of the British Govern- 
ment was that there should be an international force composed of French 
and British troops; it would probably be necessary^ to include Italians, and 
possibly also Greeks. This force should be under the direction of a neutral 
commissioner, who might be called a president or commandant of troops, 
or something of the kind. He wished the Straits to be really neutral. In the 
future there might be trouble with Russia, wliich might join itself with 
Germany. For this reason he wanted an inter- allied force at Constantinople. 
He was unwilling to trust the Sultan. In the event of a possible Russo- 
German combination, the Germans might get a hold on the Sultan, as they 
had during the late war. He w^anted an absolute guarantee of the neutrality 
of the Straits which could prevent the possibility of anything of the kind. 
That was the second reason. 

Another reason was that the question of Constantinople depended to some 
extent on the settlement as regards Asia Minor. There were two ways of 
dealing with Asia Minor. One method was to have an independent Turkish 
State there, and the other was to have a State somewhat analogous to Egypt 
with a Sultan who was the nominal sovereign, while the real control was 
exercised by Great Britain and France. That meant a condominium. 
Frankly, he was afraid of this (M. Clemenceau observed: ^So am I’). 
Supposing the British and French Governments agreed as to their policy, 
which might not always be easy; from time to time rebellion and massacres 
would occur. He presumed the Sultan would be told he must stop them. 
He might reply that he was unable to. Very likely the army would be against 
him. In such a contingency, he asked, were Great Britain and France to 
send troops? A condominium would, he feared, place the two Governments 
in the position of issuing futile orders about Asia Minor which would never 
be obeyed. He was afraid of that policy. If the Sultan was in Constantinople 
his Ministers and Administration would also be there, and there would be 
constant intrigues, &c. He would attempt to divide the Powers and play 
one off against the other. And even if the Governments and their repre- 
sentatives were in agreement, as M. Clemenceau had observed, their agents 
would constantly be at work causing difficulties. Hence, it was better, in his 
opinion, that the Sultan should be out of Constantinople. 

An alternative which had been suggested, he thought first by M. Veniselos, 
was that the Sultan should be established in a sort of Vatican at Constanti- 
nople. He should be given Yildiz Kiosk, We might say to him; 'Brusa is 
your capital, but you can have Yildiz Kiosk as a residence and as the religious 
centre of Islam.’ He would be allowed to have a small Turkish guard, just 
as the Pope had his guard in the Vatican. But the Allies would be in occupa- 
tion of all the surrounding country and of the Golden Horn. 

He did not want the Sultan in Constantinople with a Turkish population 
of half a million, with Russia always desirous of obtaining Constantinople, 
and with Germany constantly intriguing. One advantage to us of the V atican 
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proposal was that it would help us with the Mahometans. He recalled that 
during the Peace Conference representatives of the Mahometans of India 
had appeared before the Council of Four to urge that the Sultan should be 
left in Constantinople. He did not underrate this, but what he specially 
wanted to avoid was trouble in Europe. 

Lord Curzon said he would like to add one or two points to reinforce what 
Mr. Lloyd George had said. Mr. Lloyd George had pointed out the difficulty 
of an international administration of the Dardanelles which did not extend 
to the Bosphorus; and that if the Turks were left in possession of Constanti- 
nople many of the troubles of the past would arise. An additional objection 
was that if the Sultan was left in Constantinople a difficulty would arise as 
regards Adrianople. The arguments for the Turks remaining in Adrianople 
were just as strong as in the case of Constantinople. Then at once there 
would arise the difficulty of the country between the two Straits, which was 
inhabited largely by Greeks. Was it proposed, he asked, to tear up the work 
of the Peace Conference, which trended towards some international control 
in this regime? Another point which had to be borne in mind was that the 
Turkish policy of the future would be strongly nationalist. It would be the 
policy of the Committee of Union and Progress'* in a more advanced form. 
Some indication of their probable policy was furnished by Mustafa Kemal, 
who was the principal exponent of it at the present time. If the Sultan at 
Constantinople was in control of such a party with all the memories and 
prestige of the past, and strongly nationalist in sentiment, there must in- 
evitably be trouble which would react on the French in Tunis and Tripoli 
and Algeria no less than on the British in Egypt and India. The Mahometan 
world would say that the Tmk had never been beaten at all, and to prove it 
they would point to the fact that he was still in possession of Constantinople 
and Adrianople, from which places he continued to exercise his full powers 
as Khalif. 

M. Berthelot, referring to the proposal for establishing a Mahometan 
Vatican at Constantinople, asked whether it was proposed to leave the Sultan 
there specifically as spiritual head of the Moslem faith, or was it merely pro- 
posed to give him a palace at Constantinople, just as the Pope was allowed 
to live in the Vatican without his being specified as spiritual head of the 
Roman Catholic religion. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that since the Mahometans did, in fact, recognise 
the Sultan as their spiritual head, he would actually continue to be so whether 
designated or not. 

M. Glemenceau said that in his view no object was to be gained by con- 
tinuing indefinitely ex tempore discussions on such a difficult subject. Every 
system was beset with diflSculties. His great desire in all this was to do every- 
thing possible to avoid faction between Great Britain and France. Perhaps 
it was impossible entirely to eliminate friction, but it should be reduced and 
attenuated as far as possible. 

♦ The organ of the movement of the Young Turks, which had pursued the national 
revival of Turkey during the years preceding the First World War. 
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As regards the proposal to keep the Sultan in Constantinople, he himself 
had at one time felt the same as Mr. Lloyd George in the matter, and he 
thought that the British representatives had also changed their view. Lord 
Gurzon’s points, he admitted, were of considerable importance. He agreed 
that the system he proposed was full of dangers, but so was any other 
system. 

He, himself, was opposed to the creation of a new Pope in the East. It was 
quite bad enough to have one Pope in the ^Vest, and as to establishing a holy 
place in Constantinople, it must be recalled that the Mahometans already 
had Mecca. If the Sultan was at Brusa he would be in a better position tlian 
Pius VII in Napoleon’s time had been at Fontainebleau. But, nevertheless, 
he had been able to exercise his functions as a spiritual chief from Fontaine- 
bleau. He admitted that if the Sultan was left at Constantinople there would 
be a danger of the Mahometans saying that the Turks had never been beaten, 
and that the AlUes had not dared to remove him from Constantinople. On 
the other hand, if he were sent to Brusa there might be a movement to send 
him back to Constantinople. For himself, he would like to get rid of the idea 
of creating a new Vatican. 

As regards Asia Minor, if the system of mandates was suppressed it would 
be necessary to have some international control of the Turkish Government. 
The Turks had shown that they were not fit for self-government, and there 
must be some form of supervision and some form of control over their mili tary 
organisation over the Dardanelles and Bosphorus with a strip of territory 
behind. He preferred the system he had proposed, though he realised the 
objections to it. Nevertheless, he would range himself alongside of the British 
plan if some of the difficulties which he foresaw could be removed. The great 
necessity was to avoid Anglo-French friction. He thought it was possible for 
the two nations to control the Straits by a joint force. As regards Asia Minor 
also he required a solution which would avoid friction, which was the one 
thing he wished to escape. He realised that the logical solution was to join 
Constantinople to the Dardanelles and Bosphorus under a single inter-aUied 
European authority, and if certain objections could be surmounted he would 
accept it. Anyhow, the proposal certainly deserved thorough examination. 
He was opposed to the suggestion that the President of the United States 
should be asked to nominate a president of the international authority. It 
would be difficult enough to reach an understanding when only two nations 
were concerned, although these two had the common interest of both wishing 
above all to maintain peace in Europe. He did not believe that any Govern- 
ment in Great Britain or France would be so unreasonable as to push a 
quarrel too far. But he did not think that the United States of America 
could help much. To begin with, they were very far away. Moreover, he 
could not forget that politically America had forced a peace system on the 
AUies with which she had now refused to agree. 

It was necessary to establish a sort of a balance between the Dardanelles, the 
Bosphorus, Constantinople and Asia Minor. In those regions Great Britain 
came first in commercial interests, but France came first in matters of local 
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enterprise and industry. On this basis he thought that some satisfactory 
agreement might be reached. Provided the two Governments were in agree- 
ment in regard to their general policy in Europe the questions of Constanti- 
nople and Brusa would be easier to solve. Otherwise the difficulties might 
take an aspect leading to a quarrel between the two nations which he wished 
at all costs to avoid. This being so, he felt that a solution could not be reached 
in ex tempore discussions. It was necessary to adopt some system which would 
give greater precision. His own preference was in favour of a system under 
which there would sometimes be a British President and a French Vice- 
President and at other times a French President and a British Vice-President. 
In the event of difficulties the Power affected would then know that it only 
had to apply to London or Paris to get the matter settled. Of course, the 
Italians must be included in the system. This was regrettable because the 
Italians, as experience had shown, sometimes tried to play off one nation 
against the other. He would, therefore, put in charge a Frenchman or an 
Englishman, reserving for further consideration the question of the Italians 
and Greeks. He would prefer not to bring Italy into the pouiqjarlci's. 

As regards procedure, his suggestion was to charge a British rcj>rcsentative 
and a French representative to meet and compare the two systems that had 
been proposed and to work them out in full detail and submit them in writing. 
This would not take long. But each plan should be studied in all detail, 
financial and otherwise. The two plans could then be discussed between 
Mr. Lloyd George and himself. 

To speak quite frankly, there had been a great deal too much delay. The 
responsibility did not rest with the Governments, for the delay was largely 
due to British and French agents, who were clinging to the old system and 
causing trouble. Under his plan he thought that a solution might be found 
within a fortnight. 

Lord Curzon enquired whether the scheme which M. Glcmcnceau advo- 
cated was one of Anglo-French control at Constantinople, leaving the Sultan 
there, but taking charge of the Administration? Did his proposal include the 
control of Asia Minor? Was any other Power to intervene? 

M. Glemenceau replied that the Turkish Government would be cither at 
Constantinople or at Brusa, and would be under some international organiza- 
tion. Italy would certainly have to be included. 

Mr. Lloyd George admitted that he himself had leaned sometimes in one 
direction and sometimes in another as regards Constantinople. When the 
details were worked out, it might transpire that some third plan was better 
than either. Hence he not only accepted M. Clemenceau’s proposal, but 
thought it a most admirable suggestion. He proposed that the task of examin- 
ing these problems should be commenced immediately after the present 
conference. He would nominate Lord Curzon as the British expert. 

M. Glemenceau nominated M. Berthelot. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked that M. Berthelot should remain in London 
until some sort of an agreement could be reached. 

M. Glemenceau said that as M. Pichon was seriously ill and would be 

732 



away for some time, it was difficult for him to spare M. Berthelot from Paris. 

M. Berthelot said that Lord Curzon probably had the whole question at 
his finger ends and he himself had the necessary documents with him, so 
perhaps they could begin at once. 

M. Clemenceau said he proposed M. Berthelot should stay in London for 
two or three days longer. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there was one point of detail he wished to 
clear up. Was the Sultan at Brusa to act under international control? 

M. Clemenceau said he contemplated financial control. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if the control was to extend to the army. 

M. Clemenceau explained that the army would be controlled through 
finance. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that this was really one of the questions to be 
discussed between Lord Curzon and M. Berthelot. 

M. Clemenceau said that they should explore all aspects of the 
question. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that M. Clemenceau had indicated that hitherto 
the industrial development in Turkey had been mainly French, whereas the 
commercial development had been British. What was his idea as to the 
future? 

M. Clemenceau said that matters ought to be left where they were. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if there were to be spheres of influence. 

M. Clemenceau replied in the negative. 

3. In reply to Lord Curzon, who had asked whether Italy was to have a 
I j _ sphere of influence in the south of Asia Minor, he said that this 

aj an leece ^^p whole of the Greek-Italian question. He under- 

stood that the Italians were ready to clear out of Asia Minor if the Greeks 
did the same. The Italians had gone to Asia Minor without consulting the 
British and French Governments. Signor Orlando had said that they would 
withdraw morally, but that physically they would remain. It was difficult 
to turn the Greeks out of Smyrna and he thought that a mistake had been 
made in allowing them to go there. But he thought the Greeks would be 
impressed by the argument that they could not hold Smyrna against the 
Turks. At present they were only maintained there by the financial support 
of the Allies. If they were given a good trace for their frontier elsewhere, 
such as the Americans now agreed to,® he thought that some arrangement 
might be made about Smyrna. The Italians had no right to go to Asia 
Minor at all. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was a strong supporter of M. Veniselos. 
He had been the friend of the Allies right through and had stuck to them 
through thick and through thin. He had opposed himself to King Con- 
stantine and he ought to be supported. 

M. Clemenceau agreed. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that personally he put this aspect of the question 
s Cf. Vol. I, No. 49, minute 3. 
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very high, and he would like to know what M. Veniselos thought about leav- 
ing Smyrna. 

M. Clemenceau said it would be better not to ask M. Veniselos, since it 
would be very difficult for liim to say he would withdraw. 

M. Berthelot said that in his last conversation with M. Veniselos the 
latter had complained that he had been treated ra'thcr harshly by President 
Wilson, and had added that if M. Clemenceau had told him that he could 
not have Smyrna he would not have allowed Greek troops to go there. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that some status might be created for the 
Greeks in and around the town of Smyrna. 

Lord Curzon said he supposed M. Clemenceau meant some privileged 
position. He reminded M. Clemenceau of our obligations to Italy under the 
Treaty of London. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that Italy was in a very diirercnt position from 
Greece. In and about Smyrna there was a big Greek population, but in Asia 
Minor there was no Italian population at all, and Italy had no right of 
occupation. Possibly she might claim a right of exploitation. He did not 
fancy, however, that the Italians really wanted to stay. The fact was they 
did not quite know what they did want. He had suggested to Signor Scialoja 
that, if only he would refund the ;£'750,ooo,ooo that Great Britain had 
spent on the Turkish campaign, he could have Mesopotamia and Palestine, 
and everything else. He thought he had made the same suggestion to M. 
Clemenceau. 

4. Lord Curzon raised the question of Cilicia and Armenia. 

j . . M. Clemenceau said that the Armenians were a dan- 

Ctliaa and Armenia , ^ ^ . , . . . , 

gerous people to get mixed up with. They required a great 

deal of money, and gave very little satisfaction. He was in favour of letting 

them have a republic, or whatever else they wanted. France was unwilling 

to spend any money in Armenia. 

Lord Curzon, reverting to the question of Asia Minor, asked how, sup- 
posing an international control was set up, it would be possible to prevent 
armed bands of what were virtually brigands doing what they had done in 
the past — sweeping through Armenia massacring the population. How 
would it be possible to make them behave themselves? By setting up an 
international commission a heavy responsibility would be incurred. 

M. Clemenceau said that the Turks would be controlled by means of the 
finance. 

Lord Curzon asked if M. Clemenceau contemplated complete financial 
control and management of the whole of the finances of the Turkish State. 

M. Clemenceau replied in the affirmative. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked what was done in China. 

Lord Curzon said that we merely collected the customs which were levied 
mainly on European and American trade, and certain taxes, such as the salt 
revenue and other odds and ends. He could recall no case where a great 
Enapire’s finances were adnndnistered by foreign control. 
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The Dodecanese 


5, M. Clemengeau asked if it was proposed to give the Dodecanese to Greece. 
Mr. Lloyb George said he was in favour of this. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Veniselos had announced in the 
Greek Parliament that he had come to an agreement with the Italian 
Government in regard to the Dodecanese. 

It wass agreed: 

That Lord Curzon and M. Berthelot should jointly examine the schemes 
proposed by the British and French Governments respectively in regard to 
Constantinople, the Straits, and Asia Elinor, and should work out in detail 
the two schemes with a view’ to their further consideration. 


6. M. Berthelot handed to Lord Curzon a memorandum on the subject of 
oil. He explained that this document had been prepared personally 
for M. Clemenceau, and this must be borne in mind in studying it. 
It contained a review of the question of oil as a whole. It treated the French 
point of view and the British point of \dew, and showed the importance of 
the two Governments standing together on this. 

The question was left for discussion bet'ween Lord Curzon and M. 
Berthelot. 


7. M. Berthelot handed to Mr. Lloyd George a proposal made by the 
The Attitude of the French Government in regard to the fifteen reservations 
British and French proposed by the American Senate to the Treaty of Peace.^ 
Governments towards the 
United States of 
America 


It was agreed : 

PdestiM and Syna Berthelot s Wd confer as to 

the question 01 the head- waters of the Jordan as affecting 
the boundaries between Syria and Palestine. 

9. Lord Curzon asked if M. Glemenceau had any ideas at present in regard 

The Caucasus future of the Caucasus. 

aucasus ^ Clemenceau said he understood that the British were at 

Batum and Baku, and were virtually governing the country. 

Lord Curzon said that M. Clemenceau was misinformed. The British 
Government had withdrawn all their troops except a Brigade maintained 
temporarily at Batum. 

Mr. Lloyd George recalled that the Caucasus had been offered to the 
Itzilians, who had sent a mission there, after which they had -withdrawn. 

10. M. Clemenceau said he had nothing to add to what he had told Mr. 

Lloyd George that morning.’ 

Mr. Lloyd George said he was in full agreement with M. 
Clemenceau. 


* Cf. No. 58, appendix i. 


’ See No. 56, minute 2. 
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Lord Gurzon said the diflficulty was to understand what would happen 
next after we had disinterested ourselves entirely from all the anti-Bolshevik 
States. 

M. Glemenceau said he did not propose that we should disinterest our- 
selves. We should continue to keep an eye on them, surrounding them, as it 
were, by a barbed wire entanglement, and spending no money. 

Lord Gurzon asked whether the missions now in these Stales would still 
be maintained. 

M. Glemenceau said that he did not propose to withdraw the missions. 
Each case should be considered by the two Governments on its merits. But 
he was opposed to any attempt to set up any separate States in Russia, as in 
that ease the people of Russia would elaim that we were trying to dismember 
Russia. He only proposed to withdraw and watch the result. 

II. M. Glemenceau said Uiat he felt Great Britain did not take sufficient 
Poland ittterest in Poland. A strong Poland was the best way to avoid a 
° war between Germany and the Allies, since Poland had half a 

million good soldiers. Moreover, owing to her situation, Pohmd was able 
to help in the most effective way. He wanted Poland to feel that the Allies 
were united in her support. At present there was a bad feeling against 
England in Poland, which, no doubt, was quite unjust. For example, there 
was great discontent about the mandate which had been given to Poland 
over Eastern Galicia for twenty-five years. 

M. Berthelot said that in the end the Gommission on Polish Affairs had 
unanimously recommended this. 

M. Glemenceau said that nevertheless Poland felt badly about it. He had 
had a letter from a M. Pathee,® who was a very sensible and moderate man. 
He had come to M. Glemenceau and asked if the conference would recon- 
sider their decision. He had said that the mandate proposal affecting what 
Poland considered her own had created very bad feeling. He had not said 
that the Polish army would revolt or become Bolshevik, but he had suggested 
it would be a good thing if the question could be left open for a time. The 
Poles were a very sentimental people, and they wanted to feel that Great 
Britain was more favourable to them. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he had only been opposed, in the interest 
of the Poles themselves, to their taking a large German population into 
Poland. 

M. Glemenceau said that if Mr. Lloyd George could instruct the British 
representative at the Supreme Gouncil to leave the question open, it would 
soften the Poles. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that two-thirds of the population of East Galicia 
were Ruthenians. 

Lord Gurzon said the difficulty was that the intelligentsia was Polish. 

M. Glemenceau said that it was a small question which he would not press 

* The reference is uncertain. It seems likely that M. Clemenceau may have referred 
to M. Patek. 
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if it was inconvenient to Mr. Lloyd George, but he wished to repeat that 
Poland was a strong bulwark against Germany. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the Poles had always been a very trouble- 
some people in Europe. 

M. Clemengeau said this applied to the British and French also. The 
Poles had preser\’ed their nationality through a great many years. 

IvIr. Lloyd George pointed out that they had tried to obtain large slices 
of German territory^, and now^ they had gone to GaKcia and were trying to 
take into their system millions of people of a different race and religion from 
themselves. This would cause mischief, and he was not sure that we had not 
already gone too far. 

M, Clemengeau said that the great point was that Germany had now been 
suppressed and that the Poles could give great help in keeping her in order. 
We wanted all the help we could get in this. If only we could get rid of 
Germany there would be peace in Europe. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he believed Germany was already com- 
pletely down, and wanted peace. 

12. M. Glemengeau said he did not want to repeat tittle-tatde, but he had 
heard reports that British influence was being exerted in a special 
way in Hungary. If so, he would like to understand the position. 
Great Britain could, of course, do as she liked, but he did not like what he 
had heard — that she was encouraging the Archduke Joseph. 

Lord Curzon said that this story was a mare’s nest. On Admiral Trou- 
bridge’s name being mentioned, he said that some story had reached the 
Foreign Office of Admiral Troubridge speaking in favour of the Archduke 
Joseph,^ in consequence of which Admiral Troubridge had been told that it 
was none of his business, and that he would be recalled if he intruded in 
matters of this kind. 

M. Berthelot said that there had been reports that the Hungarians 
wanted an English Prince. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that they were not likely to get one. 


13 - 

Morocco- and Egypt 


It was agreed: 

That certain questions relating to Morocco and Egypt 
shouldbe discussed between Lord Curzon and M. Berthelot 


9 Gf. No. 23, minute 6. 

The reference was apparently to certain questions, more particularly with regard to 
the status of the Tangier Zone and Franco-Spanish relations in Morocco, arising in con- 
nexion with Article 141 of the Treaty of Versailles. (Cf. Papers relating to the Foreign Relations 
of the United States: the Paris Peace Conference^ vol. iv, pp. 127-37.) In requesting British 
support for French policy in Morocco the French Government had referred to the Anglo- 
French Agreements of 1904 as having established a connexion between the British and 
French positions in Egypt and Morocco respectively. In a despatch of December 29, 1919, 
Lord Curzon informed Sir E. Howard, H.M. Ambassador in Madrid, of a conversation 
concerning the Tangier Zone ‘which I had with the Spanish Ambassador a few days before 
Christmas’, in which the latter had welcomed ‘my assurance that I had not had any con- 
versation on the subject with either M. Glemenceau or M. Berthelot during their recent 
visit to England’. Between the date of Lord Gurzon’s conversation with the Spanish Ambas- 


II 3 B 


737 



14- Mr. Lloyd George said he had explained to M. Clemenceau that 
morning that, in the view of the British Government, the 
The GuaranUe of guarantee to Belgium must contain a reciprocal clause, 
under which Belgium would undertake not to commit any 
unneutral act if her neutrality was guaranteed. 

It was agreed : 

That some form of words could he found for achieving this. 

15. M. Clemenceau said that as soon as the ratifications of the Treaty of 
Peace were deposited. Marshal Foch’s command would come 
ars a oc Already General Degoutte commanded the Allied 

forces on the Rhine. He proposed that an International Military Commis- 
sion should be set up at Versailles for the purpose of supervising the execution 
of the treaty, and that Marshal Foch should be its president. The commission 
would not be allowed to take any decisions, which would be reserved to the 
Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers. Marshal Foch’s organi- 
zation, however, would be used as an organ of transmission of communica- 
tions to the German Government, and for advising the Allied and Associated 
Governments. The Americans had said that they would accept anything 
that the British Government would agree to. Field-Marshal Wilson had 
expressed a favourable opinion, but, of course, he realized that this did not 
commit the British Government. 

M. Berthelot said that Field-Marshal Wilson had said that against 
Germany it was necessary to employ ‘big guns’, and we had no bigger ‘gun’ 
than Marshal Foch. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he would consider this proposal favourably and 
give a reply to M. Clemenceau. 

2, Whitehall Gardens, December ii, igig. 


No. 56 

i.e.p. 2.] Secretary s Notes of a Conference held at 10, Downing Street, 
London, S.W.i, on December' 12, rgig, at 11.30 a.?rL 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. A. J. 
Balfour, Lord President of the Council, The Right Hon. the Earl 
Curzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 

France : M. Clemenceau, M. Gambon, M. Berthelot, M. de Fleuriau. 
U.S.A . : The Hon. J. W. Davis.^* 

Italy : Signor Scialoja, The Marquis Imperiali.’ 

Secretary: Sir M. Hankey. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

sador and that of his despatch to Sir E. Howard, Lord Curzon had, however, had a con- 
versation concerning Morocco with M. de Fleuriau and M. Berthelot ‘who had returned 
from Paris in order to discuss the Turkish Peace Treaty with me’. 

I This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: The 
Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. ix, p. 841 f. 

’ Ambassador of the United States in London. ^ Italian Ambassador in London. 
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I . Mr. Lloyd George proposed that the discussion should begin with the 
_ , , . . Question of the Adriatic. A loint note had been prepared bv the 

r he Adriatic * . n* - i-i 'j 

representatives of the United States of America, France and 
Great Britain, in Paris, with a \iew to its presentation to Signor Scialoja, 
and he understood that M. Clemenceau was prepared to hand the note. 

M. Clemenceau handed Signor Scialoja the note. He said he had already- 
informed his colleague, Signor Scialoja, semi-officially of the existence of 
this note, and had told him that it had been signed in complete agreement 
by the representatives of the United States of America, France and Great 
Britain. The object of the note was to tr\" and find a final settlement. The 
delay on this question had kept the conference at bay for months. The same 
delay had brought Italy into a situation that was veritably revolution. There 
could be no peace in Europe until this question was settled. The United 
States Government, through President Wilson, had given an indication of 
the concessions to which it could agree and as to what it could not accept. 
On that basis Great Britain and France had always sought to find a text 
which would be acceptable to all parties. The difficulties had been increased 
owing to the occupation of Fiume by d’ Annunzio, and owing to the fact that 
a part of the Italian army and fleet had refused to obey the orders of the 
Italian Government. The British and French Governments had considered 
the question point by point, from the point of view both of the position of 
Italy and of President Wilson’s concessions, and had done their best to bring 
the views of all into accord. They knew that the Italian Government opposed 
resistance on certain points. They knew also that the Italian Government 
would accept the note in the friendly spirit in which it was offered, but asked 
to be allowed to make a reply and to present observations and criticisms. In 
handing this note to Signor Scialoja, he asked him, as well as the Italian 
Government, to bear in mind that it constituted a supreme and, as they 
hoped, a final effort to secure a peaceful settlement. He implored the Italian 
Government to make an attempt to reach an agreement. No great concession 
on their part was required. If the Allies could succeed in settling this question, 
it would remove one of the great obstacles to the pacification of the world. 

Signor Scialoja said he would receive the note with the same friendly 
sentiments as had been expressed by M. Clemenceau on behalf of the Allies. 
He had learned from M. Clemenceau that this note was to be presented, and 
he had afterwards learned certain further details from Mr. Polk and Lord 
Curzon, who had indicated to him the broad lines of the new proposal.^ 
He doubted if Italy could accept it without certain alterations. What he 
attached great importance to was that the note explained the reasons on each 
point. Up to now he thought that the reasons had not been sufficiently dis- 
cussed in the consideration of this question, which had been treated too 
vaguely. The subject must be examined in close detail, with full regard to 

4 This memorandum, dated at Paris on December 9, 1919, is printed as document i in 
Gmd. 586 of 1920 {Cottespondence relating to the Adriatic Question). 

^ A report by Lord Curzon of a conversation on this subject which he had with Signor 
Scialoja on December 8, 1919, is printed as document 2 in Cmd. 586. 
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' the realities of the situation. He thought if the reasons were examined on 
each point, a solution could be found. He recognised that the Adriatic 
question was closely connected with the general European situation. Italy 
had suffered very much from the failure to settle the question of Fiume, and 
he recognised that Italy’s internal difficulties were closely connected with 
these external difficulties. He asked what would be the best procedure as 
regards the Italian reply. To whom should it be addressed, in order to pave 
the way for an agreement? Should tins question be separated and con- 
sidered by itself? 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he took a very strong view in regard to 
Signor Scialoja’s last question. He did not believe that this matter could ever 
be settled by notes. It was no use for the Powers to sling documents at each 
other’s heads. This question would never be settled until people who had 
authority to sign a document could meet together. Personally, he was so 
anxious for a settlement of the question of Fiume that he would go anywhere 
and at all risks, and there were risks at a time when strikes were threatening. 
A point which strongly impressed him had been that the question would go 
from bad to worse if it was not settled soon. Already it constituted a danger 
to the internal peace of Italy, and it could not do this without affecting all 
the other countries. Moreover, it created doubts as to the unity of the Allies. 
He hoped, therefore, that there would be an end of note-writing, and that 
persons with authority to settle would meet and come to an arrangement. 
He knew Signor Scialoja’s difficulties, and naturally he could not settle the 
question in the absence of the Italian President of the Council. He would 
propose, therefore, that the Prime Ministers and Foreign Ministers of France, 
Great Britain and Italy, together with a representative of the United States, 
with full powers, if this could possibly be arranged (though he fully realised 
the difficulty of this) should meet together. Even in the very regrettable 
absence of a representative of the United States with full powers, he thought 
it should not be impossible to reach an agreement which he felt sure would 
carry great weight with the American Government. He therefore asked 
Signor Scialoja if the Italian President of the Council, with his Foreign 
Minister, could not meet his colleagues somewhere and settle the question. 
When he had been in Paris the question had been bad enough, but since then 
d’Annunzio’s coup and the trouble with the Italian army and navy had made 
it infinitely worse. It would be a great advantage, therefore, if Signor Nitti 
could meet his colleagues, together with the Foreign Ministers, and settle the 
question. 

Signor Scialoja said that he would put this proposal before Signor Nitti. 
For the moment he feared it would be impossible for Signor Nitti to leave 
Rome, zis the Chamber was engaged in difficult and, indeed, tumultuous 
debates. Signor Nitti could not leave the Chamber without a pilot. The 
session of the Chamber, however, would not last long, and, he thought, 
would be over about the 20th. Consequently, a meeting might be possible 
during the Christmas holidays. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested a meeting at San Remo. 
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M. Clemengeau said it was easier to find a place than to settle the question. 
It was important that every^one present should have full powers. There would 
be no difficulty about this in the case of Mr. Lloyd George and himself. He 
did not feel so sure, however, in regard to Signor Xitti. He feared that pro- 
bably Mr. Davis would not receive fuU powders. In this event they might have 
a delightful journey to San Remo widi deplorable results. The key to the 
whole question was the difference between Italy and President ^Vilson. He 
would ask the Italians to remember that they were all animated by the most 
friendly intentions towards them. He was afraid, however, that Italy ap- 
proached the question exclusively from an Italian point of \dew, while their 
Allies were obliged to take into account the state of Europe and the peace of 
the w^orld. The essential point was that all should come with full powers. 
It would be a great pleasure for him to meet Signor Nitti at San Remo, or 
anyw^here else, but it would only mislead public opinion if the meeting took 
place between people w^ho had not full powers. If Signor Nitti was wdUing 
to discuss the question from the general European point of view, as well as 
from that of Italian local considerations, there was every prospect of an 
agreement. He would ask Italy to give some signs of a desire to settle. Then, 
if agreement could be reached, an approach might be made to the Govern- 
ment of the United States. 

Signor Sgialoja said that if Signor Nitti and he came to a meeting, he 
would, of course, as Prime Minister, have full powers, and the two together 
would fully represent the Italian Government. Naturally, the possession of 
full powers did not involve an obligation to agree to any particular settlement. 

(The Marquis Imperiali interposed that, of course, they would come 
with the full intention of settling, but they could not agree in advance 
to any particular settlement.) 

In order to prepare for the discussion, it would be necessary for him to 
return to Rome in order to discuss all the points with Signor Nitti. If a meet- 
ing were arranged to take place in ten or twelve days’ time, this would give 
him ample time. While the Italian representatives would come with full 
powers and a desire to settle, he felt some doubt as to whether a United 
States representative would be given full powers. 

Mr. Davis, in reply to Mr. Lloyd George, said that he could not say much. 
He doubted as to whether the United States could send a delegate with full 
powers. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked whether, supposing an agreement were reached 
between France, Great Britain and Italy, it would not carry great weight 
with the American Government. 

Mr. Davis replied that so much might be taken for granted. 

M. Clemengeau said he felt he ought to explain why he felt doubt as to the 
full powers of Signor Nitti. He was not speaking of full powers from a con- 
stitutional point of view. He had no doubt about that. But Italy was some- 
what out of the constitutional track. Besides their regular full powers he 
thought that Ministers, in order to act with freedom, required irregular full 
powers. Italy was now buffering from the worst kind of revolution, namely, 
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a military revolution. The danger was that the Italian representatives might 
come and say that they were in agreement with their Allies, and were ready 
to give the necessary orders, but they know that the army and the fleet would 
not obey them. This would create a very grave situation, and extreme em- 
barrassment. He knew weU that Signor Nitti would come with tlie best desire 
to settle. But if the army and navy would not obey him, and if Italy was still 
bound to continue sending supplies to their troops at Fiumc, no useful results 
would be achieved, and it would be a matter of extreme anxiety. It was most 
important that Signor Nitti should not be bound or tied by any agreement 
with d’Annunzio. This was not a matter that he would allude to in public; 
but this was a secret conference. He had seen a despatch which stated that 
d’Annunzio had offered to the Italian Government to come out of Fiume 
provided the Italian Government would not yield from the position which 
Signor Orlando had taken up. If Signor Nitti came to a conference boimd 
by such an agreement, he would place his friends in great difficulty. It was 
essential that Signor Nitti should come really free, and in possession of the 
fullest powers to settle. 

Signor Scialoja said that he did not accept the statement that Italy was 
out of the constitutional track. He admitted that she was faced with very 
considerable and grave difficulties. These difficulties were one of the results 
of the Great War, and if we all looked in the mirror we would find that our 
faces had altered. The difficulties, however, had been founded on an exalta- 
tion of national sentiment. If d’Annunzio had not fundamentally been sup- 
ported by public opinion he could not possibly have cxci-lcd any power. 
Naturally every Italian statesman must take national saitimcnt into account. 
From this point of view the Italian Ministers could not deal with lire question 
as an abstract one dependent on historical and geographical considerations. 
All States had to take into account the sentiments of their peoples. The 
question which the Italian Government had to consider was whether it could 
accept a settlement without creating a greater difficulty behind its back. 
The Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister togetlier could determine the 
point to which Italy could yield. They did not wish to remain in a negative 
position, which would be a danger to all. But they could not ignore the 
nationalist feeling which represented an important part of public opinion, 
and which in particular represented the forces of law and order on wliich the 
Government might have to depend in the event of certain contingencies. 
They could not overlook the possibility of a situation in which the nationalist 
forces were those on which they would have to rely very largely. 

M. Glemencseau said that, in a spirit of personal goodwill and of national 
goodwfll towards Italy, he must repeat what he had said in regard to the 
Italian Government and its constitutional authority. The d’Annunzio 
incident had made the greatest impression in France, amd, he thought, in 
Great Britain as well. The Italian army had flouted the Italian Government 
by refusing to obey its orders. If Mr. Lloyd George undertook an engage- 
ment and gave an order to the British army, everyone knew that it would be 
executed. Exactly the same applied in the case of France. But this was not 
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the case in Italy, and we had already seen what might happen. As he had so 
often said to Signor Orlando when the latter was in office, the trouble had 
been begun by the Italian Government themselves. They had established 
themselves at Fiume, not as participants in an Allied action, but separately. 
They had eliminated their Allies and posted up notices with the Ita l ia n 
Royal Arms at the top. This had been the great mistake that had been the 
beginning of the revolution. This, of course, was now past. If, however, a 
reasonable settlement was to be reached, the Italian army must be induced 
to obey the orders of the Italian Government and, through the Italian 
Government, of the Supreme Council, since Fiume was really at the dis- 
position of the Allied and Associated Powers as a whole. What he had said 
about d’Annunzio was based on despatches, and Signor Scialoja had not 
attempted to answer him. The statement in the despatches was that 
d’Annunzio had demanded that the Italian Government should pledge itself 
not to make concessions. If such pledges were made, it would be useless to 
meet at San Remo or anywhere else. He urged strongly, therefore, that 
Signor Nitti should come to the conference with his hands free, and he would 
ask Signor Scialoja to tell Signor Nitti that one member of the conference, at 
any rate, had taken this question most seriously. 

Signor Scialoja said that, like everyone else, he deplored the abnormal 
situation which had existed at Fiume since its occupation by d’Annunzio. 
The Italian Government had for a long time been struggling to find a solu- 
tion. He did not know what was happening between Signor Nitti and d’An- 
nunzio. He had telegraphed for information, but had received no positive 
answer. It was very important that he should be able to telegraph something 
definite to Signor Nitti as the result of this conference, as Signor Nitti was at 
the moment treating with d’Annunzio. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that, like M. Glemenceau, he hoped that Signor 
Nitti would not tie his hands in such a way as to render a conference futile. 
If the conference came after some agreement with d’Annunzio it would not 
be fair to ask M. Glemenceau and M. Pichon, himself and Lord Curzon, to 
come to a conference, and would create a critical position. They did not 
want to meet in order to receive d’Annunzio’s decision as to what the settle- 
ment was to be. Hence, it was essential that Signor Nitti’s hands should be 
free, and that he should not be merely a messenger from d’Annunzio. 
Subject to that, he was all in favour of holding a conference. If it would be 
easier for Signor Nitti to come to some place in Italy, he was ready to meet 
him. He knew that Signor Nitti’s domestic difficulties in connection with this 
question were greater than his own. He knew also that they were not diffi- 
culties of his own creation, but inherited difficulties. Therefore, if it was 
easier to Signor Nitti to arrange the matter on Italian territory, either be- 
cause it was difficult for him to leave Italy for several days or for any other 
reason, he was ready to come to Italy. It would be useless, however, if Signor 
Nitti was bound to d’Annunzio. 

Signor Scialoja said that, as to the locality, he thought Signor Nitti 
would find no difficulty in coming to Paris. This would involve less travelling 
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for M. Clemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George, and Signor Nitti was the youngest 
of the three. 

M. Clemenceau said that he would make to Italy all the concessions 
admissible. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he hoped Signor Scialoja, in communicating with 
Signor Nitti, would make clear the importance of Signor Nitti coming with a 
free hand, and not tied by any agreement with d’Annunzio. 

M. Clemenceau recalled that Mr. Davis had said that if the three Powers 
were unanimous it could not fail to exercise the greatest influence on President 
Wilson. He would observe, however, that if President Wilson thought that 
one of the three Powers had bound itself in advance, and if he thought that 
the settlement merely followed the dictations of d’Annunzio, he would not be 
so favourably impressed. 

2. Mr. Lloyd George said that in the House of Commons lie had ventured 
Russia their next conference the Allied and Associated 

Powers would consider the question of Russia. He felt that they 
ought to have a common policy. He had spoken to M. Clemenceau on the 
subject on the previous day, and M. Clemenceau’s views had been so much 
in accord with his own that he would ask him to recapitulate them. 

M. Clemenceau said that he had the more pleasure in reverting to his 
conversation with Mr. Lloyd George on the prex^ious day in that that very 
morning he had received a visit from Mr. Churchill, who was reputed to hold 
very strong views on the question of Russia. He had found they agreed at 
almost every point. He thought that all were agreed that there could be no 
peace in Europe so long as Russia remained in her present state of anarchy, 
disorder, robbery, crime and revolt. This was a danger not only to Russia 
herself, but to the whole world. All were convinced of the truth of this. 
Intervention had been tried by every means — men, supplies and money — 
with the object of setting up a stable Government. Up to now no result had 
been achieved. The anti-Bolshevik elements had proved insulBcient. He 
would not examine the reasons for this, which would bring him into the 
sphere of high political philosophy. This was not the occasion to discuss that. 
It was sufficient to face the facts. It was certain that up to now the Allied 
policy had not succeeded. They had tried to help Kolchak with material aid. 
They had sent him a proclamation. That proclamation had produced no 
result, and now Kolchak had retired to the middle of Siberia and his troops 
were in a deplorable condition. Then the Allies had believed in Denikin, 
and great efforts had been made in his support by Great Britain and, to some 
extent, also by France. Denikin, however, was now retiring. It therefore 
seemed useless to continue on these lines, and he would suggest making, as it 
were, a barbed wire entanglement round Russia in order to prevent her from 
creating trouble outside, and in order to stop Germany from entering into 
relations with Russia, whether of a political or military character. This was 

* On November 13, 1919, when Mr. Lloyd George had made a statement on British 
policy towards Russia: see Pari. Deb. 5th Series Commons (1919) vol. 12 1, cols. 471-5. 
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not such a difficult policy to carr\’ out. The stories which had been circulated 
of an enormous army in Germany were, he believed, entirely fanciful. Wc 
knew that Germany had an army of 400,000 men. In addition, she had 
Sicherheitswehr and an Einwohnen\’ehr, which was equipped with machine 
guns, Flammenwerfer^ &C.3 but was only trained for street warfare. They had 
arms in their depots, but he did not believe the present German Government 
could stand without them. There was some evidence that Germany was in 
danger of a civil war, which might be occasioned by the return of the German 
forces from the Baltic to Berlin. This might end in a revolution. He did not 
believe, however, that Germany would fight again, in view of the great desire 
of her population to avoid further war. We must not be bluffed, and would 
have to watch the situation carefully; and, further, we must take no risks. 
We had been told that Germany would resist in the Baltic and in Upper 
Silesia, but now it seemed that she would obey. The Allies must have perse- 
verance, fairness and patience. In his view the support of Poland was the 
best way to check Germany. Poland occupied a first-rate strategical position. 
She had an army of half a million good soldiers enured to hardships and 
animated by a strong patriotism. Politically she was well-disposed to the 
Allies, and sufficiently armed. She only asked the Allies for help. It would 
be a great mistake if we did not maintain Poland in order to dam up the 
Russian flood and to provide a check to Germany. Mr. Churchill had ob- 
served to him that Poland must be regarded as the left wing of Denikin’s 
army as against the Bolsheviks. He agreed that this ought to be carefully 
considered. He believed that Great Britain and Italy, and probably the 
United States of America, would agree with him on this matter. He would 
give up all idea of further direct intervention in Russia. All efforts in this 
direction would prove wasteful in the future as in the past. It merely led 
people to believe that we had an honest desire to resuscitate the ancient 
regime in Russia. Our policy rather ought to be to fortify Poland in order 
to keep Russia in check and to contain Germany. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that on the previous day he had expressed his full 
agreement with M. Clemenceau. Great Britain had spent about ^ 1 00,000,000 
in Russia, partly on the Archangel expedition, but mainly in support of 
General Denikin, This sum included the last ‘packet’ of 5^15,000,000 to 
5^x6,000,000, which would be delivered by the end of March. She had not 
got much in return for it. The last news was that General Denikin had been 
driven back, and the Bolsheviks were now nearing Kharkov. If Kiev, and 
especially Kharkov, should fall, there would not be much left to Denikin, 
because of the difficulties occasioned by Maknov,^ who had occupied 
Ekaterinoslav in his rear. The situation in South Russia did not look at all 
satisfactory. So far as the British House of Commons was concerned, and, 
he believed, so far as France was concerned, these two countries were not 
prepared to go on helping in a material manner the anti-Bolshevik forces. 
He did not know how Italy and America regarded the question. 

7 M. Maknov was an anarchist leader of an independent force of irregulars operating in 
south Russia. 
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The Marquis Imperiali thought that Italy was of the same view. 

Mr. Davis said that he could only express his personal opinion, but he 
thought the United States were not willing to give further assistance. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that on the previous day a proposal had been 
discussed for a federation of the anti-Bolshevik States. This was of no use 
unless the Allies were prepared to support the federation, and such support 
meant money, giins and equipment. He and M. Clemenceau had come to 
the conclusion that this was not a very helpful expedient. As regards Poland, 
in his view this depended upon whether Poland was expected to attack the 
Bobheviks. 

M. Clemenceau said that nothing was further from his mind. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he had mentioned the matter because, when he 
was in Paris in September, M. Paderewski had stated that he was prepared 
to march on Moscow if supported and equipped.® Even Marshal Foch, who 
was most strongly anti-Bolshevik, had not supported this view, as he had con- 
sidered that the traditional feeling in Russia against the Poles was so sti'ong 
that it would only consolidate the resistance. The same would apply to the 
Firms. It would have much the same effect as the attacks of the Prussians 
and Austrians had had on the Jacobins in France. Hence, if the Polish army 
were re-equipped, it must not be for an attack on Russia, but rather for 
future contingencies. He was so much in agreement with the rest of 
M. Clemenceau’s observations that he would say no more. 

Signor Sgialoja said he agreed entirely with Mr. Lloyd George. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he understood it was agreed that the conference 
of anti-Bolshevik States and organisations should not be undertaken. He 
asked if Mr. Davis had anything to say. 

Mr. Davis said he spoke with hesitation and embarrassment, insomuch as 
he not only had no authority, but not even instructions from his Government. 
He believed, however, that the United States Government would be in accord 
with what Mr. Lloyd George had said. He knew that from the first they had 
been opposed to military intervention in Russia, and had gone as far as they 
were willing to go in rendering financial assistance. 

Lord Curzon summed up M. Glemenceau’s proposals as follows: — 

(i) A bcirbed wire fence, as it were, round Russia, within which the Allies 
should not interfere. 

(ii) To put an end to contributions of supplies and money for the purpose 
of upholding or re-establishing order in Russia. 

(iii) To build up Poland as a beirrier against Russia and a check on Ger- 
many. 

These were accepted by Mr. Lloyd George and Signor Scialoja, and, so far 
as he had authority to speak, by Mr. Davis. He doubted, however, if the 
question could be solved in such precise terms. The Prime Minister had men- 
tioned an alternative suggestion, namely, to call a conference of the anti- 
Bolshevik States and organisations. He had rightly said that this was only a 

* See Vol. I, No. 57, minute 4(A). 
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continuation of what had hitherto been attempted, except that perhaps it 
meant giving supplies to one set of men instead of to another. That seemed 
to condemn the proposal. But we must not leave the impression that we took 
no interest in Russia. Our interest depended on what w as happening imme- 
diately outside the barbed wdre fence. We must remember that all the States 
round Russia were struggling for freedom. This applied equally to Finland, 
the Baltic States, Poland, Denikin and the Caucasus. Each of these was 
struggling for a national existence. He hoped, however, that if W'e withdrew 
our material support w'e should not also withdraw our moral support and 
take our representatives aw'ay. A second point was that we could not pre- 
cisely draw a line as to when the new policy would begin. For example, the 
British Government had promised aid to the extent of a further ^15,000,000 
for Denikin, and this would take some time to send. It had been pointed out 
that Kolchak’s Government w^as falling, and this w^as true. For some time 
past we had ceased to supply him with any material help. He hoped, how- 
ever, that everything would not be withdrawn as a result of this conference ; 
for such action would mean the collapse of Kolchak and the overrunning of 
Siberia by the Bolsheviks. The result would probably be that the Japanese 
would go in and establish a powerful force in Eastern Siberia. He hoped, 
therefore, that the policy would not be adopted with too great precision, and 
that every latitude would be allowed. 

M. Glemengeau said he was in complete accord with Lord Gurzon. 

Mr. Balfour raised the question of the Baltic States. He felt much em- 
barrassed as to where we stood in regard to this question, although, owing [to] 
the chaos, the present position was perhaps inevitable. We had acknow- 
ledged the independence of Finland and Poland, but he did not know where 
we were as regards the States lying between them. He understood that we 
had refused to acknowledge their independence, but we had recognised them 
as de facto Governments. Was our intention to give them no help, or were 
they to be included in the general decision? 

Lord Gurzon said that we had not for a long time given them any assis- 
tance, although we had allowed them to raise loans, so far as they were able 
to do so. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if we were to recognise their independence. 

Mr. Balfour hoped that we should not do so. He asked if we were to 
acquiesce in their making peace with the Bolsheviks. We ought not to en- 
courage them not to do so unless we could give them some support and 
assistance. If we were to surround Russia, as it were, with a barbed-wire 
fence, could we leave so big a gap as lay between Poland and Finland? This 
would be to cut off Finland from Poland and to give the Bolsheviks access to 
the sea. If we did not acquiesce in their making peace with the Bolsheviks, 
what steps were we to take? 

M. Glemengeau said he was of opinion that we could not disinterest our- 
selves from the Baltic States. We could lend them aid and give them assis- 
tance, but the nature of this need not be discussed to-day. Each case was 
different and would have to be considered on its merits. How to prevent 
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them making peace was a proper subject for diplomatic communications be- 
tween Paris^ Rome and London, but was not one that need be considered now. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he understood that the populations of these 
States were very formidable people. They seemed to have made up their 
minds not to attack the Bolsheviks. He had had a letter from Sir Esme 
Howard, who was formerly much concerned in our policy towards these 
States, and he regarded the Esthonians and the Letts as a very formidable 
people. He did not believe that the Bolsheviks would attack them further. 
The Esthonians and the Letts had already driven out the Bolsheviks and were 
rapidly driving out the Germans. If the Bolsheviks were to attack again, the 
question could be reconsidered. As regards their making peace with the 
Bolsheviks, he agreed that we could not give advice unless we were prepared 
to support them. As a matter of fact, they had some time ago asked us to let 
them have 5^10,000,000 for the purpose of resisting the Bolsheviks. At present 
the responsibility was theirs. He did not think they intended to make peace, 
but they were suspending active military operations against the Bolslieviks. 

Mr. Balfour said he would be very sorry to see any pciux which gave 
Russia access to the Baltic. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the Baltic States might oiler a means of 
peaceful penetration into Russia. The Bolsheviks had talked much of propa- 
ganda, but he thought that civilisation might also undertake its peaceful 
penetration. 

Whitehall Gardens:^ December 12^ ^ 9 ^ 9 - 


No. 57 

i.e.p. 3.] Secretary's Motes of an Anglo-French Conference^ held at 10^ 
Downing Street^ S.W.i^ on Friday^ December 12^ 3 - 3 ^ 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A, Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, 'Jlie Right Hon. A. 
Chamberlain, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 'Ihc Riglit Plon. Sir 
Auckland Geddes, President of the Board of Trade, Mr. A. R. Duncan, 
Coal Controller. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, M. Bcrthelot, M. 
de Fleuriau. 

Secretary: Sir M. Hankey, 

Assistant Secretary: Lieutenant-Colonel Storr. 

Interpreter : Professor Mantoux. 

I. M. Loucheur said that he and Mr. Chamberlain had discussed the 
question of finance that morning. He had expressed to 
Proport^forDil- ^he desire of the French Government that 

tribution ^ portion of the loan for the liberated areas should be issued 

in London. Mr. Chamberlain had shown sympathy with the 
proposal, but had suggested that the first thing to do was to clear up any 
possible sources of friction on questions already under discussion. The first 
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of these was the question of the reparation. During the discussions ^vhich 
took place in Paris when the treaty was being prepared, the French and 
British representatives went into the question of fixing the right proportion 
of the amounts to be received by their respective countries. It was most 
important for the friendly relations of the two countries that a solution of 
some kind should be reached. Unfortunately, the interests of the two nations, 
as creditors of Germany, were mutually conflicting. Mr. Chamberlain had 
agreed with him that it w-as essential that some amicable settlement should 
be agreed upon. During the discussions in Paris, the British representatives 
had suggested that the proportion should be 50 for France and 30 for Great 
Britain. This was not accepted by the French. At a conference which took 
place when President Wilson w^as also present the American delegation had 
suggested that the French should agree to the proportion of 50 and 25. This 
M. Loucheur had not been able to accept on behalf of his Government. The 
proportions considered equitable by the French Government were 55 for 
France and 25 for Great Britain, and they anticipated considerable difficulty 
in getting these figures accepted by the French Government. The more they 
examined the devastated areas the larger the bill seemed to grow, as the cost 
of reconstruction would evidently be much greater than had been at first 
imagined. The French Government was still prepared to accept a proportion 
of 55 to 25, although this would involve a distinct loss. In fact, they believed 
that if exact calculations were now to be made of the actual losses, and 
estimates prepared of the cost of reparation, the proportions would probably 
be more like 60 to 20. 

Mr. Lloyd George enquired what the Germans were doing so far as 
reparations were concerned. 

M. Loucheur said that up to the present they had done practically 
nothing. They had been asked to supply building material, and had been 
furnished with long lists of the French requirements, but nothing had been 
received. As regards coal, the French had at present received less than one- 
third of what the Germans had promised. The question of German labour 
in France had been considered by the French Government and the German 
delegation, but the Germans had submitted conditions which were quite 
unacceptable, e.g,y that German workers in the devastated areas should have 
the right to strike, to form trades unions and to join the French trades unions. 
This, of course, would create an impossible situation. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he thought he saw a possible solution about 
reparations, but before coming to any definite agreement he would like to 
consult his colleagues in the matter. 

M. Clemenceau said this was only natural, and he readily agreed to it. 

2. M. Loucheur said the next question was what was to be the composition 

of the Reparation Commission and who was to preside 

TkePresidenpjof the French Government desired definitely to 

Repay ationCoinmittec , . , , , . 1 -i i i -n i 

claim that the chairman should be a Frenchman. The 
British proposal was that he should be an American, and that, only in the 
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event of America’s declining to preside as chairman, should he be a French- 
man. The French Government took the view tliat, having regard to the 
attitude of America towards the treaty, it would be impossible to agree to an 
American chairman. They fully understood that the British Govenunent 
was entitled to have every possible guarantee that British interests should be 
safeguarded. What the French proposed, therefore, was tliat the commis- 
sion should have a French chairman and a British secretary-general. If 
Great Britain preferred to have a vice-chairman instead of a secretary-general, 
the French were prepared to agree to this. They further proposed that the 
branch of this commission dealing with maritime operations should sit in 
London under a British chairman. 

M. Clemengeau said that it would be quite impossible to induce the 
French Parliament to accept the Reparation Commission unless the chair- 
man should be a Frenchman. 

Mr. Bonar Law enquired whether tlie French would object to the com- 
mission sitting in London. 

M. Loucheur pointed out that tliis point was settled by the treaty, which 
definitely mentioned Paris as the scat of the commission. 

Mr. Bonar Law enquired whether, if the French Government could not 
agree to a certain proposal because of the risk of parliamentary opposi- 
tion, was not the position analogous to that of the Italian Government as 
described at the conference they had had that morning. 

M. Clemengeau thought that the two posiitions were quite different. The 
situation in Italy had been apdy described as ‘outside the Constitution’. 
What would happen in France if the Government agreed to relinquish the 
chairmsmship of the commission would be that a vote of censure would be 
passed and the Government would have to go. 

M. Loucheur ssdd another point was tliat Mr. Lloyd George and 
Mr. Chamberlain objected to a member of the French Cabinet representing 
France on the commission. The French were in entire agreement with 
this. 

M. Clemengeau agreed and expressed the view that the chairman of the 
commission would have far too much to do to enable him to carry on his 
Ministerial duties at the same time. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there was a question of equality as between 
members of the commission. They ought to be able to speak to each other on 
an equal footing. Great Britain would be represented by an official, Sir John 
Bradbury. 

3. M. Loucheur, after paying a tribute to the ability of Sir John Bradbury, 
R r h <;t rninor questions remained. For instance, there 

been a slight dispute in regard to the purchase of British 
stores in France. 

Mr. Chamberlain said that this question would be finally disposed of if 
M. Loucheur accepted the terms of a letter from Lord Inverforth,* which 

’ Minister of Munitions. 
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should by this time be in M. Loucheur’s hands. This M. Loucheur had 
undertaken to do. 

M. Loucheur said that the matter, therefore, might be considered as 
settled. 

4. The next point was Great Britain had lent to France various sums dur- 

, „ ing the last four months. He was not prepared to discuss this 

Loans to France ® . , , . i 

question at the moment, but it would be necessary’ to come 

to some friendly agreement. Mr. Lloyd George said that he would give his 
answer on the subject of reparation on the following day, after he had con- 
sulted his colleagues. 

M. Loucheur said that he ^dshed to have one word on the subject of 
the respective proportions. He was quite prepared to spend a fortnight in 
England, examining the facts and figures with a British representative, and 
he was convinced he could prove that the proportion suggested by the French 
was decidedly favourable to Great Britain, and if he were unable to convince 
the British representatives after they had gone into the figures, the French 
would be willing to have the agreement reconsidered. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought the best thing would be to find a solution at 
once without any further delay. He proposed that they should now turn to 
the question of coal. 

5. M. Loucheur said that the coal question fell under two headings, 

quantity and price. As regards price : hitherto it had been regu- 

^ lated by a system of licences issued by the Goal Controller which 
entitled France to buy certain fixed quantities in Great Britain, but a new 
system had lately been established removing the licences, exporters being 
now free to sell to the highest bidder. Under this system there was no 
guarantee that France would receive one single ton of coal. Moreover, there 
was a danger that, as the deficiency of Europe amounted to 80 million tons 
and Great Britain had only 30 millions for exportation, there would be 
tremendous competition in the market between would-be buyers. The second 
question was that of price. At the present moment the price in Great Britain 
was 453“. a ton, rising to 96^. abroad. He saw no reason why the price should 
not soar presently to 1 20^., or even to 150^. He understood perfectly well that 
this arrangement was quite defensible from the point of view of finance, but 
he desired to call attention to the following points. France was in an excep- 
tional position owing to the damage done to her mines in the north by the 
German forces. The coal which would have been obtainable from those 
mines must be replaced by German coal; but until the latter were received 
the French must be able to buy coal in England to replace what they should 
have got out of the destroyed mines. As matters stood at present the French 
would, in fact, have to pay a double price because of the destruction of their 
mines. He had just made an offer of 80^. a ton in Cardiff which had been 
rejected, Ssj*. being demanded. 

Sir Auckland Geddes said he did not understand this. The average price 
for exportation at present was 62^. 
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Mr. Bonar Law said he had never heard of such a high price as that 
mentioned by M. Loucheur. He enquired where the coal was to be deli- 
vered, and if 85^. was the price at the home port or after delivery. 

M. Loucheur said that the price named was for the coal in Cardiff 
Harbour. 

Sir Auckland Geddes said that all the figures in his possession showed 
that the average price for coal for exportation was 62s. 6d. 

M. Loucheur offered to show him the correspondence. 

(At this point Mr. Duncan, the Goal Controller, joined the conference.) 

Mr. Lloyd George asked M. Loucheur to repeat his statement for the 
benefit of Mr. Duncan. 

M. Loucheur repeated that last week the French had tried to buy coal for 
January and February at the price of 8oj. a ton, and the offer had been 
refused because the coal merchants stood out for 85L 

Mr. Bonar Law said it was difficult to see what could be done after the 
declaration of the British Government that there would be no fixed price for 
exported coal. 

M. Loucheur suggested that if certain quantities were reserved for the 
French as formerly they would be in a better position to discuss the price. 
Otherwise, countries like Switzerland and Spain, who were in a more favour- 
able position as far as the exchanges were concerned, would stampede the 
market and take all the coal. 

Mr. Chamberlain pointed out that it would be very difficult to guarantee 
a certain quantity being delivered to France without giving a similar guaran- 
tee to other countries, such as Italy and Roumania. I’hey might be certain 
that directly it was known that France had been given preferential treatment 
to which she was entitled by her losses, Italy would come and ask for identical 
treatment. 

Mr. Lloyd George enquired what were the British exports of coal before 
the war. 

Mr. Bonar Law said that they were between 50 and 60 million tons. 

M. Loucheur pointed out that the claim he had made applied only to the 
case of France, as it was in the nature of compensation for the loss of her 
destroyed mines. 

Mr. Chamberlain admitted that it was true that Italy could put forward 
an identical claim, but he pointed out that Italy had no coal mines at all and 
had been always obliged to rely upon Great Britain. 

M. Loucheur acknowledged that it would be difficult to guarantee sup- 
plies of coal to France and not to Itady. From the French point of view, it 
would have been preferable to maintain the old system of allocation. He 
admitted that for political reasons, such as those which the French Govern- 
ment had often to take into consideration, it might have been impossible to 
continue that system; but he maintained that the case of France was special. 
The guarantee they will now ask him for afforded a preferential solution to 
cover the interval until France received fi'om Germany the monthly supplies 
of coal the Germans were bound to deliver according to the treaty. 
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Mr. Bonar Law enquired as to the price. 

M. Loucheur thought this question would easily settle itself once the 
French were guaranteed priority for a certain quantity of coal. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that the conference might now adjourn, 
as he wished to consiolt with his colleagues as regards reparation. He en- 
quired as to what time it would be convenient for the conference to meet the 
following morning, and whether it was proposed that the American question 
should be discussed. 

M. Glemenceau suggested 10.30 a.m., and stated that he was quite pre- 
pared to tahe the American question. He had already submitted a note on 
the subject to Mr. Lloyd G«orge.^ 

[The conference adjourned at 4.30p.m.) 
s, Whitehall Gardens. 

® See No. 55, minute 7 and No. 58, appendix i . 

No. 58 

i.G.P. 4.] Secretary's Notes of an Anglo-French Conference held at lo^ 
Downing Street^ London^ S.W.i. on Saturday^ December it a.m. 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. A. J, 
Balfour, Lord President of the Council, The Right Hon. the Earl 
Curzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, The Right 
Hon. Lord Birkenhead, the Lord Chancellor (for Minutes 5 and 6).^ 
France: M. Clemenceau, M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, M. Berthelot. 

The following were also present : 

British Empire: The Right Hon. Sir Gordon He’wart, Attorney-General 
(for Minutes 5 and 6), The Right Hon. Sir Ernest Pollock, Solicitor 
General (for Minutes 5 and 6). 

France : M. de Fleuriau. 

Secretary: Sir M. Hankey. 

Assistant Secretary : Lieutenant-Colonel Storr. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

The conference had before them: — 

{a) A note communicated by M. Glemenceau, dated the 19th December,^ 
1919, containing a draft of a proposed Anglo-French Declaration 
accepting ten or eleven of the fourteen reservations of the American 
Senate to the Treaty of Peace, on condition that the remaining three 
or four reservations, which are incompatible with the treaty, were 
withdrawn (Appendix i). 

{b) A copy of the reservations by the American Senate to the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany (Appendix 2). 

^ It appears that the Rt. Hon. Austen Chamberlain, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
was also present during part, at least, of this meeting: cf. below. 

2 In error for December 9. 
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1. Mr. Lloyd George referred to certain telegrams which had passed 

between Lord Gurzon and Viscount Grey, dated the 6 th, 
Attitude of the United December, 1919,3 in the latter of which it 

Pelcl Tieaiy’^“^'^ ^ Stated that the American Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs said the situation was veiy disappointing, and 
one in which the foreign Governments, if they attempted to influence it, 
could only do harm; there was a quarrel between the President and the 
Senate, and whereas foreign opposition to the reservations would only stiffen 
the Senate, their acceptance would be resented by the President. In the 
circumstances, he suggested that the discussion of America’s attitude and 
possible action in the future in regard to the treaty should be deferred until 
Lord Grey’s arrival.'^ 

M. Clemenceau agreed. 

2. M. Clemenceau said that he understood that the German reply to the 

last Allied joint note* was on its way. His idea was that the 
^UilTj^^^Pfote G-ermans had raised no fundamental objection to its terms. 

It appeared, however, that they could not furnish dockage, 
and they would offer to substitute some other form of reparation. 

3. M. Clemenceau informed the conference that Roumania had signed the 
treaty. He hoped, therefore, that ratification all round would 
shortly follow. 

4. Mr. Lloyd George said that he was anxious to raise the question of the 

future of the Peace Conference. 

m jy- Clemenceau said that one of the questions was that of 
the Middle East, which must be settled between France and 
Great Britain before it came up to the conference. Then there was the 
Adriatic question, and this could only be decided by the principals. Recently, 
in Paris, he had asked Mr. Polk: supposing the United States turned round 
and definitely stated that they would refuse to have anything more to do 
with the Peace Treaty, and that the Allies might settle matters as they liked, 
in that event what were we to do? The main question lay between Germany 
and ourselves, i.e., France and Great Britain. It was the application of the 
terms of the treaty which must engage the attention of the conference. In his 
view it was most unlikely that Germany would fight the Entente. She had no 
money, and no munitions, very few men and no supplies. Moreover, the 
people were tired of war. It was natural that their leaders should talk big in 
order to save their faces. Any other great nation would have done the same. 

Mr. Lloyd George was of opinion that the real danger was that the 
present German Government might go out, which would be a serious 


Roumania 


3 These telegrams are untraced in Foreign Office archives. It appears probable that they 
were private telegrams not entered upon the files. 

+ Lord Grey Mt Washington for England on December 30, 1919. 

3 The reference was to the Allied note of December 8 relative to the signature of the 
protocol to the Treaty of Versailles and reparation for the sinking at Scapa Flow: see 
No. 37, note 4. 
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disaster. The present Government was moderate, and they sincerely desired 
peace. Its successor might either be Spartacist or Militarist. 

M. Glemenceau thought it might be half and half, but he did not think 
that either a Spartacist or a Militarist Government could really wield power. 
It was important that he and Mr. Lloyd George should meet frequently and 
be always ready to send at a moment’s notice replies to any notes received 
from Germany. Proceeding, M. Clemenceau said that he wished to raise the 
question of Marshal Foch. We must, of course, have all our arrangements 
ready in case we had once more to resort to force. He was quite prepared 
to accept any proposals that the British might put forward. He did not want, 
how^ever, that executive power of any kind should be delegated to the 
marshal. He felt that Marshal Foch was the man to take military control, 
on account of his great reputation. The marshal had told him that he would 
feel happier when matters had been discussed by the respective Govern- 
ments. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that everybody agreed that Marshal Foch should 
be in military charge. He was immensely popular in England, he was a great 
general, and he commanded confidence on both sides of the Channel. As 
regards the locality of the Supreme War Council, he thought this should 
remain at Versailles, with Marshal Foch at its head. He wished to know*-, 
however, w^hat the council was to do. During the armistice the marshal was 
our channel of communication with the enemy. Henceforward, the channel 
must be the respective Governments. He asked what were M, Glemenceau’s 
views as to the functions of the War Council. 

M. Clemenceau replied that it would give advice on military matters, and 
would execute the orders of the Allied Governments where necessary. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was in cordial agreement with this 
definition of the council’s functions. 

Lord Curzon enquired whether the proposed Council of Ambassadors 
was to take the place of the conference when the treaty was ratified. 

M. Clemenceau said that he understood that this was to be so. He felt, 
however, the necessity of the Ambassadors being men of power and authority; 
they should not, however, decide matters over the heads of their respective 
Governments. 

Mr. Lloyd George concurred, and said that otherwise we might 
gradually be led into war. During the Peace Conference, plenary powers and 
confidence had been given by the British nation to Mr. Balfour and himself. 
The position was different now, and the Conference of Ambassadors could 
not have plenipotentiary authority. 

M. Clemenceau agreed, but hoped that the process of transition would 
not be too rapid, 

Mr. Balfour said that when he left Paris endless small matters were 
coming up every day for settlement. He suggested that such matters might 
well be left to the Ambassadors. 

Lord Curzon suggested that a limit should be fixed for the labours of the 
Peace Conference, He suggested that it might close down by Christmas, as 
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he agreed with Mr. Balfour that the Ambassadors should be left to settle 
minor questions, larger matters being referred to the Governments. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought it might be difficult to fix a definite date when 
the conference should close down. He agreed with M. Glemenceau that the 
question of the Middle East must be discussed and settled between the French 
and British Governments. 

Mr. Bonar Law thought that the Peace Conference might be allowed to 
settle the Hungarian question. 

Lord Gurzon concurred, and thought tliat the Peace Conference might 
be reassembled in London or Paris at a later date to settle the Turkish peace. 

M. Clemenceau said that if the British desired it he would ask Marshal 
Foch to come to London and to discuss questions with them. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that this was unnecessary, and said that now 
they knew the proposed limit of Marshal Foch’s functions he and his col- 
leagues were quite satisfied. What he desired to know was that the negotia- 
tions were not to be conducted through military channels. As complete 
agreement had been reached by the conference in regard to this question, 
he proposed to invite discussion upon other questions on the agenda paper, 
among which were the question of reparation and the trial of criminals for 
breaches of the laws of war. 

As regards reparation, he understood that Mr. Chamberlain and M. 
Loucheur, who had been requested at their meeting on the previous day to 
go into this matter, were in substantial agreement about the main points. 
He would ask them to communicate to the conference the results of their 
discussion at a later moment. 

(At this point Sir Gordon Hewart and Sir Ernest Pollock joined the 
conference.) 

5. Mr. Lloyd George said that he was startled at the numbers of German 
offenders against the laws of war, which appeared on the lists 
that he had seen. Our own lists had no less than 1 30 names,- and 

aws 0 a French had 500, and the Belgian even more. 

M. Clemenceau said that he was quite willing that the numbers should be 
examin ed by a body with a view to eliminating doubtful cases. It was, how- 
ever, most difficult to discriminate, as there were so many similar crimes 
committed in almost identical conditions. He had considered this question 
carefully, and had reached the conclusion that it was almost impossible to 
reduce the list. However, he was quite prepared that a Judicial Committee 
should go into all the cases, sift the evidence, and that we should then send 
a revised list to the Germans. But there was no time to be lost. 

Lord Birkenhead, in reply to an invitation by the Prime Minister to 
express his views, said that his difficulty was that the matter had passed out 
of his hands, since he had relinquished the appointment of Attorney-General. 

Sir Gordon Hewart said that the Law Officers of the Crown had twice 
revised our own lists, which showed 130 names of men who had committed 
atrocities by sea, by land and in the air. By sea, they were all cases of atrocities 
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by submarine crews. On land, there were many cases of cruelty, maltreat- 
ment of prisoners, and so on. In every case the charge was supported by very 
strong evidence. France had 600 names on her list, Belgium 800, and Italy 
50. The German army of occupation in France and Belgium had, of course, 
great opportunities of committing these crimes. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that the large total of 1,580 would render 
it more difEcult for the Germans to surrender the whole of them. 

M. Glemenceau said that although the Germans had signed the treaty, 
they were practically conni\dng at the escape of many of these men. 

Lord Birkenhead thought that M. Glemenceau’s suggestion of a judicial 
committee to scrutinise the lists might be accepted. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he was rather taken aback at the idea of more 
than 1,500 separate trials. 

M. Glemenceau thought that the effect wDuld be admirable upon public 
opinion. 

Mr. Ghamberlain was afraid that a prolonged series of trials might have 
the opposite effect and even arouse sympathy. 

M. Glemenceau agreed that it was important that the trials should be 
conducted expeditiously. 

Sir Ernest Pollock said that he had spent six hours last Tuesday^ with 
the French Minister of Justice, and they had also seen M. Beaunir, who had 
been mainly responsible for preparing the French lists. They had examined 
these latter most carefully, and had endeavoured to see whether anything 
could be done to cut down the numbers. Excluding the large numbers of 
cases which occurred in the armies of occupation, the British had 67 cases of 
cruelty to prisoners, and the French 135. In his view it was impossible to 
ask France and Belgium to reduce their big numbers to something com- 
parable with ours, as the difference was due, as he had shown, to the fact 
that British soil had not been occupied by the enemy. The test that had been 
applied by himself and his French colleagues was: "Do these charges shock 
any plain man’s conscience?’ 

Mr. Bonar Law pointed out that a large number of cases of cruelty must 
have been carried out by order from superior authority. 

Sir Ernest Pollock agreed, but said that, in order to trace it home to the 
higher officials, it might be necessary to try those who had carried out their 
orders, for the purpose of establishing that the orders came from a common 
source. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the Belgian list looked to him much too big. 
Many large towns in France had been occupied by the Germans, and, on a 
comparable basis, France would probably have to prosecute about 5,000 
Germans. 

Sir Ernest Pollock said there were two periods in the case of Belgium. 
The first was the period of sack, which included 300 cases; and the second, a 
period of occupation, which included another 300. Then, after this, came 
the cases of cruelty to prisoners of war. He thought it would be almost im- 

® December 9, 1919. 
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possible to ask the Belgians to reduce their numbers, after reading what took 
place at various towns and the terrible brutalities perpetrated. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that you could not prosecute mere agents 
who were deporting women on the orders of higher officials. 

Sir Ernest Pollock said that the Germans’ own enquiry into the Belgian 
atrocities constituted a very thick volume, and these only took into account 
the first period. The French Minister of Justice and himself had compared the 
British and French with the Belgian cases, and they had eliminated all cases 
of robbery and simple destruction. Assuming that the Belgians cut down 
their numbers to half, that is to say, 400, and that the French reduced their 
numbers to 500, these, with the cases of Italy and Poland, would still reach 
the considerable total of 1,200. Even if we did xaot succeed in laying our 
hands upon these men and bringing them to justice, the lists that had been 
prepared containing a summary of the charges preferred would remain for 
all time a record of German brutality. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought it was essential to have some basis of prose- 
cution, and suggested that a committee of British, French and Belgian legal 
experts should scrutinise the lists and reduce them to one denomination, based 
on the same principle. 

Sir Ernest Pollock said that this had been tried, but great difficulties 
had been encountered. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that France had a definite right to demand 
of the Belgians that the same basis should be employed. He asked what were 
the numbers of deportations in Belgium. In the case of Lille, the French 
were prosecuting only the higher officials, and not the agents. 

Mr. Bonar Law, referring to a point which had been previously raised, 
said that in Great Britain they had had experience of the reaction that follows 
hate and resentment after these had reached the culminating point. 

Mr. Balfour doubted if this would be the case in the present instance, as 
the special crimes with which the Germans were being charged would never 
lose their horror. 

It was suggested that the committee should assemble as soon as possible 
in London, and that the Attorney-General of England should take the 
necessary steps to convene it. 

6. Mr. Lloyd George said that he had noticed that recent telegrams from 
The Kaiser Stated that the revelation of Herr Kautsky^ had had 

considerable effect upon opinion, and had turned even Socialists 
against the Kaiser. 

Lord Curzon thought that the principal reason for wliich the Socialists 
feared the Kaiser was that they were afraid that he might become a centre of 
intrigue and of militarist reaction. 

^ In November 1919 the so-called Kautsky Documents had been published. These were 
German official documents relating to the outbreak of the First World War, wliich had 
been collected by Herr Kautsky. (An English translation of tlie Kautsky documents is 
printed under the title of Outbreak of the World War, New York, 1924.) 
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Mr. Lloyd George thought that in that case the Allies had better press 
for his leaving Holland as soon as possible. 

Lord Curzon asked, as a matter of law, supposing we requested the 
Dutch to turn the Kaiser out of their territorj', and the Dutch replied that 
they would be very pleased to do so as they had no concern with him, what 
would be the next step? 

Mr. Lloyd George said that if he crossed over to Germany the present 
Government would hand him over to us. He would be much more likely to 
go to the United States. 

M. Clemengeau suggested that action should be taken immediately the 
treaty had been ratified. 

Mr. Bonar Law enquired whether we were entitled to insist on his 
being handed over, supposing the United States dropped out of the con- 
ference? 

Sir Gordon Hewart said that, under article 227 of the treaty, it was laid 
down that the Kaiser was to be tried by five judges, one judge being ap- 
pointed by each of the principal Powers. The Germans might say: ^\Ve will 
hand over the Kaiser to a tribunal constituted as above, but noi to one where 
the United States was not represented." 

Mr. Lloyd George said this was a serious matter, as this principle might 
be applied to lesser criminals, to the question of reparation, and so on. We 
must therefore insist upon our point, that the defection of the United States 
does not alter circumstances. Otherwise, unless the United States signed the 
treaty, the whole thing might tumble to pieces. 

Sir Gordon Hewart said that he would like to have a case formulated 
for the Law Officers" considered opinion. He admitted that there was great 
danger of the Germans making capital out of the point. 

M. Lougheur pointed out the great difference between the representation 
of the United States on the Reparation Commission and their representation 
on an international tribunal. In the case of the Reparation Commission the 
treaty provided for the withdrawal of any member without prejudice at any 
moment. No such provision existed so far as an international tribunal was 
concerned. It was open, therefore, to the United States to withdraw if and 
when she liked. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that the Germans would say that they were 
influenced in signing the treaty by the fact that the United States were asso- 
ciated with it. 

M. Berthelot said that he had seen Baron von Lersner officially, and one 
of the first questions he had put to him was in respect of the composition of 
the commission. He particularly enquired whether the United States would 
be represented. M. Berthelot had replied that they would not. Baron von 
Lersner had then wished to know if it was by the wish of the Allies that the 
United States had withdrawn, and he had replied that this was not the case; 
the Allies themselves were in entire accord. Baron von Lersner had said that 
the non-association of the United States enabled the German Government 
to raise a legal question if they cared, but they did not propose to do this ; 
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only they hoped the Allies would remember this and regard it as a proof of 
their goodwill. 

Mr. Chamberlain enquired whether they had stated this in writing. 

M. Berthelot said they had not, but in another document they had ex- 
pressed the same sentiment. 

Mr. Chamberlain confirmed this, and said that it had been expressed in 
somewhat the following form; ‘We hope that you will take this into account 
and give us credit for it when we surrender our criminals.’ 

Mr. Llovu George said that it was impossible for the Allies to concede the 
point if the German Government raised it. 

Mr. Balfour enquired, supposing the person of the Kaiser were sur- 
rendered to us directly the treaty was ratified, what the international tribunal 
could do. 

Sir Gordon Hewart, in reply to a question, said that a clause in the 
treaty laid it down that it should come into effect as soon as it was ratified by 
three Powers. 

Lord Birkenhead agreed, and said that the tribunal would have to quote 
this clause. He further agreed that it was desirable to proceed with the 
demand for the surrender of the Kaiser immediately the ratifications of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany were exchanged. 

(At this point Lord Birkenhead, Sir Gordon Hewart and Sir Ernest 
Pollock withdrew.) 

7. Mr. Lloyd George said that he had discussed this question with his 
colleagues the previous afternoon. As regards quantity, our total 
output was down by 50 to 60 millions of tons. Apart from Labour 
difficulties, our main trouble was the great congestion at the ports. He had 
received on the two previous days an influential deputation and had dis- 
cussed the matter with them. Owing to shortage of trucks and railway stock, 
our ports were greatly congested, the export of Cardiff being down by 
3 millions, and other ports by 30 per cent. It was impossible to get labour to 
work more than eight hours a day. Even if the loading of a ship could be 
completed by an extra 10 minutes’ work, the men refused to do it. He had 
asked the railway representatives, representatives of the coal-owners and 
miners and the trade unions to meet and try to devise some means of increas- 
ing output. They were hopeful of increasing it by 3 or 4 millions, and were 
starting their work of enquiry at once. Earlier in the week the British 
Government had endeavoured to get their Coal Bill accepted by Parliament, 
which would have given them more control over coal, and have enabled the 
Government to allocate coal for exportation. As it was, all restrictions upon 
export had been removed, and we had great demands for coal from all the 
foreign coimtries. Until some Bill could be passed through Parliament, the 
Government could have no control at all. He thought that it might be 
possible to persuade some of the coal-owners to send coal to Franco for 
patriotic reasons. He reminded the conference that the coal interests and 
industry were enormously powerful in England. 
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M. Loucheur said that France had also experienced great difficulty in 
regard to shipping. This they hoped to mitigate by the introduction of new 
electric machinery for rapidly loading and discharging cargoes. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the British Minister of Transport hoped to 
set up similar installations here; but now that the war was over^ the public 
resented any Government interference. 

M. Loucheur said that he appreciated the difficulties of the situations and 
suggested that he should come over again in a fortnight’s time to England to 
review the coal position. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought a useful purpose might be seized by sending 
a French representative to South Wales to make an appeal on behalf of 
France to the mine-owners and to Labour generally. 

M. Glemenceau thought the best man for this purpose was M. Loucheur 
himself. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he was sure that the Welsh people would be 
delighted to see him. 

8. Mr. Lloyd George said that a mistake had been made the previous day, 
Japanese Representation when a conference of Allied representatives had met and 
at the Conference now had discussed various important questions, including 
sitting Russia. Great Britain, France, Italy and America had 

all been represented, but Japan had been inadvertently omitted. 

M. Glemenceau agreed that the Japanese representative should be in- 
vited. The most important thing, however, to his mind, was that France and 
England should be in absolute agreement on all big questions. 

Lord Gurzon said that the previous evening he had received a letter from 
the Japanese Ambassador stating that the latter understood from the news- 
papers that an Allied conference had met the same morning and had dis- 
cussed, inter alia^ the question of Russia; and had expressed surprise that no 
invitation had been sent to any Japanese representative. Lord Gurzon said 
that the reply was a simple matter; he had informed the Ambassador that 
the conference had met to discuss the question of Fiume and the Adriatic, 
and it was without premeditation that the conversation had turned upon 
Russia, and he had promised that, supposing Russia were to come up for dis- 
cussion at any future conference, the Ambassador would certainly be invited. 
In Lord Gurzon’s view, the Japanese were not really concerned with what 
was going on in Europe, but they did desire to know what part Japan was 
expected to play in Siberia. 

It was agreed: 

That an invitation should be sent to the Japanese Ambassador to 
attend the conference to be held that afternoon. 


g. Mr. Ghamberlain said that he hoped to circulate that afternoon if 
possible an agreed proces-verbal of the conversations which he and 
Reparation ^ Loucheur had held regarding the question of reparation. He 
wished to point out that the agreement reached bound the Dominions as 
well as ourselves. 
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Mr. Lloyd George said that it was important that the Dominions should 
be informed at once. 

M. Loucheur said that Mr. Chamberlain and himself had come to an 
amicable understanding. 

Mr. Chamberlain agreed, and thought that the Americans were the fint 
who should be told. 

M. Clemenceau said that he was going to make a statement, which he 
particularly requested might be included in the notes of the meeting, about 
the method of priority, the adoption of which he and his colleagues had 
already urged in the interest of France. They had submitted this system to 
the Peace Conference and, after the latter had turned it down, the question 
had been referred to the French Parliament during the debates upon the 
Peace Treaty, and it had taken a very important place in those debates. 

The Chamber had compelled him to make a certain formal reservation on 
this question. If, however, he took the matter up again that day it was not 
solely on account of the mandate which had been given him by the French 
Parliament, it was because France had suffered more than any other country 
from invasion and German devastation. It was this which in the eyes of him- 
self and his colleagues justified the priority that they asked. He remembered 
the argument which Mr. Lloyd George had used when he said ‘Human lives 
are worth more than shattered chimneys.’ But under these chimneys there 
were French families stricken and ruined. Ten French departments, the 
richest in the country, had been absolutely devastated so that they were no 
longer able to produce anything; and this was one of the principal causes 
of the very serious economic and financial difficulties that France was 
experiencing to-day. What he asked for was priority frankly and clearly 
admitted, such as had been granted to Belgium. The decision of the confer- 
ence with regard to Belgium was a just decision, and it was he himself who 
had evoked it. The same solution in the case of France would not be less just, 
and it would give to the people of France a moral no less than a material 
satisfaction. It was impossible to exaggerate the importance this question 
had assumed in debates which had taken place in the French Parliament. 
Several men of eminence, including a member of the present French Govern- 
ment, M. Dubois, now French Minister of Commerce, had spoken very 
forcibly in favour of the system of payment that he and his colleagues had 
recommended to the conference. The conference had not agreed to it, but 
it still formed one of their most pressing needs. Above all, it was essential that 
the whole moral force of their two countries should be devoted to common 
and concerted action. He wished to repeat that it would give the greatest 
satisfaction in France if her right to priority was recognised, and it was his 
duty to insist as forcibly as he possibly could upon a point which lay so near 
to his heart. 

M. Loucheur said that if France asked for priority it was not in order to 
recoup herself in advance for all that she had already spent upon reparation, 
but in order to restrict the ruin caused by the Germans. The French calcu- 
lated that they would have to spend in five years nearly 125 milliards of 
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francs. The money that one or other of the Allies would receive to defray 
the expenses of reparations already carried out was not the same need as 
money which was essential to re-establish a country' which had been the 
battleground of the whole world. It was upon this aspect that so much 
insistence had been made in their Parliamentary debates. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was amazed at the 125 milliards men- 
tioned by M. Loucheur. 

M. Loucheur said that this was approximately the result of their latest 
calculations ; and this was the reason why he said the previous afternoon that 
the French, in accepting the proportion of 55 to 25 were, in fact, making a 
sacrifice. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that, speaking generally on behalf of the British 
Government, they could not agree to priority. If they could not do so, it was 
not because the British nation did not realise the incomparable suffering of 
France. They fully appreciated this. The reason was our grave finanrial 
difficulties in this country. Public opinion was much upset by the very heavy 
taxes and with the fact that we had not received a penny from Germany, 
He asked the French Government to look at the question from the point of 
view of the British Empire. Continuing, Mr. Lloyd George said that France 
claimed ^^5,000,000,000 and Belgium ^1,000,000,000. If priority were 
granted to France, it must be granted to others; in other words, about 
^12,000,000,000 would have to be liquidated before the British taxpayer 
got any relief; that is to say, not for thirty years. He himself could not face 
this, nor could the Prime Minister of Australia. Australia, with a poptilation 
of millions, had lost more men in the war than the United States. They 
had a big war debt and also a very heavy pension debt. Again, New Zealand, 
with a population of i million, had lost more men in dead than Belgium, and 
they also had a big debt. As regards the question of reparations, he and his 
colleagues did not wish that the British representatives on the commission 
should have to examine separately each French claim, which would make 
them appear as if they were trying to assist the Germans to reduce those 
claims. That would mean constant and lasting protection [nV]. They must 
keep, and act, together. The Anglo-French Alliance, which had stood the test 
of the greatest war in the world, must continue, and was most important for 
France and Great Britain. The view of himself and his colleagues was that 
the French suggested too low a proportion. In order, however, to preserve 
the present cordial relations between the two countries, they were prepared 
to accept; and they hoped that France, on her part, would not press for 
priority. The British Government were anxious to do nothing to make the 
Dominions feel less ready to come forward and take their part in the next 
war. He himself had witnessed the terrible devastation of France, and that 
country had his most sincere sympathies. 

Mr. Chamberlain stated that M. Loucheuris opinion was that it was 
undesirable that any public statement should be made as to the proportions 
fixed. It would be sufficient that it should be placed on record that 
agreement had been reached between England and France. The question 
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might then be taken up with our Allies by M. Loucheur and Sir John 
Bradbury. 

Mr. Lloyd George referred again to the grave financial position of Great 
Britain. He pointed out that many were paying half their incomes in tax as 
well as being faced by the existing high prices. Large incomes were paying 
not less than 15L in the 

Mr. Balfour remarked that there was nothing to be comparable to this 
in France. 

10. Mr. Lloyd George read, as a basis of discussion, the following draft of 
Russia thought had been agreed between M. Glemenceau and 

himself in regard to Russia. He suggested that the draft should be 
discussed, and it should then be decided as to what should be published;— 

(1) The Russian policy agreed to at the conference may be summed up as 

follows : — 

Not to enter into any further commitments beyond what has 
already been promised as to furnishing assistance to the anti- 
Bolshevik elements in Russia, whether in the form of troops, war 
material or financial aid; the anti-Bolshevik elements still to be free 
to purchase war material in the Allied countries; each Power to 
have discretion to leave on the spot all political or other missions, 
which may either be attached to the anti-Bolshevik elements or tlie 
despatch of which may aheady have been decided upon; and to 
leave Bolshevik Russia, as it were, within a ring fence. 

(2) The conference considered that a strong Poland was in the interests of 

the Entente Powers, and left for further consideration the question of 
the form and extent of the assistance to be given. 

{3) The conference rejected a proposal to summon a meeting of repre- 
sentatives of the various anti-Bolshevik States Jind organisations in 
Russia. 

Lord Curzon suggested the following additional paragraph: — 

(4) As regards the border States with non-Russian populations which 
before the war belonged to the Russian Empire, but have since 
severed themselves from it, e.g., Finland, the Baltic States and the 
States of the Caucasus, the Allies will give them such moral and 
material assistance in support of their struggle for freedom as may 
be found desirable in the circumstances of each case as it arises. 

M. Glemenceau expressed the fear that the aetion proposed might make 
the AUies very unpopular in Russia. He said that he had recently seen the 
Polish Minister, who was considerably perturbed at the withdrawal of our 
support. He suggested that we might say that we were willing to consider the 
case of Poland in due course. 

Mr. Balfour enquired whether anything was settled as to the boundary 
between Lithuania and Poland. 

M. Glemenceau hoped that the point would not be raised. 

Mr, Lloyd George feared that the Poles were bound to get the Allies into 
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trouble, by annexing foreign populations and expecting us to back them up. 
He thought that the Allies had gone rather too far with the Czechoslovaks. 

M. Berthelot then translated Lord Gurzon’s proposed additional clause 
into French. 

Mr, Balfour wondered whether it would be wise to include this paragraph. 

Lord Gurzon said that something like it was absolutely necessary, 

Mr. Balfour suggested that a qualifying sentence should be introduced 
stating that we w'ould protect the various States if attacked. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that the conference was agreed on the first 
three paragraphs, but thought the fourth required some further considera- 
tion. He suggested that an announcement to be made in public should be 
drafted, and he proposed that the draft should be prepared by M. Berthelot 
and Mr. Philip Kerr in time for consideration at the next meeting of the 
conference. As regards the announcement, it wDuld be made in England in 
Parliament. 

M. Glemengeau said that he would prefer to make an announcement in 
the press. It did not matter what method was adopted so long as the 
announcement was made simultaneously. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that at the afternoon’s Allied conference he 
would propose the acceptance of the four clauses, and WDuld invite the 
French, the Italians, the United States and the Japanese in turn to state 
whether they approved. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Japanese approached the Russian problem 
from quite a diflFerent point of view from ourselves and the French. They had 
great interests in Siberia. He asked whether our desire was that they should 
remain there or clear out. 

Lord Gurzon agreed, and said that this depended upon the United States, 
who were afraid of what Japan might do if she remained in Siberia. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that he should say to the Japanese: 'This is the 
policy that we have decided to adopt in view of our special circumstances; 
as to what you should do in regard to Siberia, we do not presume to advise.’ 

1 1. Mr. Lloyd George suggested that as the petrol question was one of 
urgency it should be considered in the first instance by French and 
British experts, who should agree upon some joint scheme, if 

possible.^ 

M. Glemengeau said that he fully concurred in this suggestion. 

It was agreed: 

That French petrol experts should come over to London on the following 

Wednesday^ to meet Sir Hamar Greenwood^® and Sir John Cadman.^^ 

{The conference adjourned at 1.25 p,m, until 5.50 p^m.) 

Whitehall Gardens, December 13, 1919^ 

® The negotiations here proposed resulted in the Anglo-French Agreement signed at 
San Remo by M. Berthelot and Sir J. Gadman on April 24, 1920 (Gmd. 675 of 1920). 

^ December 17, 1919. Secretary of the Department of Overseas Trade. 

“ Director of H.M. Petroleum Department. 
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Appendix i to No. 58 
J\fote communicated by M. Clemenceau 

POUR RATIFICATION AMERIGAINE DU TRAITE 

Suggestion d^une Declaration franco-anglaise acceptant dix ou onze des quaforze Reserves du 

Senat americain, d condition que les trois ou quatre Reserves incompatibles avec le Traite 

disparussent, 

(Typed from Manuscript^ Paris, December 9, 1919.) 

1. From many statements made by you it appears that you^^ view with grave 
concern the failure of the Senate of the United States to ratify the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany. It also seems evident that your concern grows out of your conviction 
that this failure on the part of the United States may endanger the successful 
operation of the treaty and may prejudice the peace of Europe. 

2. The failure of the treaty in the United States Senate is due to the fact that 
the representatives of one political party therein are not strong enough in numbers 
to force the acceptance of the treaty with the fourteen reservations which they 
attached to it, while the representatives of the other party are not strong enough in 
numbers to force the acceptance of the treaty without these reservations. 

The party which refuses to accept the rcseivations is the party which supports 
the President. That party refuses to accept them because it believes that the 
President’s attitude may be due to a belief that these reservations will not be 
accepted by you. 

3. Let us examine these reservations in the light of the probability that they will 
be maintained; that their maintenance, unless something be done to break the 
present deadlock, will cause the final rejection of the treaty by the United States; 
and that then, according to your own conviction, the peace of Europe will be 
gravely endangered. The continuance of that peace is surely of far more vital 
interest to you than the meaning and effect of a number of the reservations can 
possibly be. 

4. You have doubtless noticed that eight of these reservations relate exclusively 
to the covenant of the League of Nations, and that two more relate, in part, to it. 

The covenant of the League of Nations is not an essential part of the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany or with any of our recent enemies. The object of these treaties 
is to bring an end to the present state of war; the object of the covenant of the 
League is to provide a check against further wars, but no more with our recent 
enemies than with our present friends. The covenant could be cut from the treaties, 
with the understanding that we will subsequently negotiate a treaty embodying it, 
without causing you the slightest concern. 

5. But it is not necessary to separate the covenant from the German treaty, nor 
from any of the others. To show this, let us examine very briefly the nature of the 
reservations : — 

(a) The preamble to the resolution of ratification provides that this ratification 
shall not take effect on the part of the United States until the reservations have been 
accepted by an exchange of notes between the United States and at least three of 
the other four Great Powers with which we were associated during the war. 

If it can be shown that many of these reservations do not stand in the way of 
putting the Treaty of Peace with Germany into effect, what objection can you have, 
The particular persons to whom this draft declaration was addressed were not specified. 
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in view of your belief in the great danger otherwise resulting, to declaring your 
acceptance of these reservations? If there be any of them w’hich prgudices the 
treaty tvith Germany, you are justified in objecting to them. Arxd, as it seems quite 
possible that there cannot be more than three of them which could fall in this 
category, it is possible, and even probable, that an attitude taken by you such as is 
hereinafter suggested might result in a compromise in the United States Senate by 
tvhich these reserv^ations, objectionable to you, may be eliminated. 

If, on the other hand, you should refuse to accept these reservations, which the 
great majority of the people of the United States believes to be \ital to their own 
interests, is it not quite certain that in the separate negotiation of a covenant you 
would be obliged to yield, or else go without a League of Nations so far as our parti- 
cipation is concerned ? But I do not think that you would wish to give the impression 
that you embodied the present covenant in the present treaties for the purpose of 
having the United States accept responsibility for rejecting the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany or else to accept, with that treaty, objectionable clauses in the 
covenant. It seems the more improbable that this was your purpose, because it was 
currently reported during the exhaustive study made of the covenant here that you 
had all stated that the meaning read into the covenant by at least some of the 
reservations is substantially the meaning that you had in mind at the time of its 
formulation, 

{b) The first reservation construes article i of the covenant to mean that the 
United States shall be the sole judge as to the fulfilment of ‘its international obliga- 
tions and all its obligations under this covenant.’ Will not that be, in practice, the 
attitude that will be taken by your own Governments ? How can any one of the 
Great Powers be forced, without war, to remain in the League because of some other 
Government’s construction of its obligations ? Is it not evident that a refusal by you 
to accept this reservation would show that the very first clause in the covenant may 
prove a cause of war rather than a check against it? WiU it not be better, in view of 
your fear of a total failure of the treaty, to trust to the common sense and general 
intelligence of the United States to take a proper attitude when the contingency 
occurs, and to assume that, when the United States judges that its obligations have 
been fulfilled, you will also agree that they have been fulfilled? 

(^) You know quite well that the construction given in the second reservation is 
in accord with the requirements of the Constitution of the United States, which no 
law enacted by Congress can override. A treaty, while it is a part of the supreme 
law of the land, is nevertheless only law, and as such is under, and not over, the 
Constitution. 

{d) Article 22 of the covenant provides that ‘advanced nations .... who are 
willing to accept it’ may be given a mandate over one or more of certain territories. 
The United States is doubtless one of these ‘advanced nations.’ How can you 
determine w^hether that nation is willing to accept a mandate except by action of 
the Congress of the United States? What objection, therefore, can you have to the 
third reservation? 

{e) Do you intend to surrender your present right to pass upon all questions 
which are within your domestic jurisdiction? Do you intend to give other nations 
the unlimited right to decide how many hours of labour shall constitute a day’s 
work, or how many francs or shillings shall constitute the compensation for such a 
day’s work? Do you intend to surrender your present right to regulate the immi- 
gration of aliens into your country, to regulate your coastwise traffic, to regulate 
your tariff, &c.? If not, what objection have you to the fourth reservation? 
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worth your while to imperil the successful operation of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany, merely to maintain a point of procedure in a League of Nations which 
has not come into existence? I'hus it would seem that there are eleven of the 
fourteen reservations that could be accepted, resulting in the continued solidarity 
of the United States with the European Allies and in tlu^ [)ronipt resumption of the 
status of peace for which the woidd longs. 

6. But it seems unlikely that the present deadlock iu tiu' United States Senate 
can be broken, except by a compromise. I’his compromise will involve the reten- 
tion of some reservations and perhaps tlie modification of some others. This com- 
promise cannot 1)C made so long as the President believes that no reservations will 
be acceptable to you, or until you indicate to liini what reservations, modified or 
not, you will accept. Millions of people in the United Slates, who tliink about the 
treaty at all, believe in these reservations solely tor the r(‘,ason (hat tliey are afraid 
that they are not acceptable to you. If they are not acceptable to you they believe 
that the clauses of the treaty to which tliey relate contain some' Jiiclden meaning 
concealed from the American representatives and whicli, if known, would not have 
been accepted hy them. 

Ifyou will give to the treaty and to the President tiie sup[)(>rl of your declaration 
that you have no objection to certain of these reservations upon the acceptance of 
which the American people are very earnest, and that otlu^rs of them will be 
acceptable to you by certain indicated modifications, tlut ratification oftlic treaty 
by the United States Senate will be made as certain as possible, even though 
there may be one or two or three of the reservations which you entirely reject. 

Even the reservation relating to the disputed rights in Shantung could be 
accepted. Surely, the peace of the world is not so much afiectecl, even by implica- 
tion, by this reservation as it will be by the United States withdrawing entirely 
from the Entente as result of its rejection of tlic treaty. 

The American people is earnest in its sincere desire to have pc^acc and would 
have it under the general terms of the proposed ti'caly. Surely, in such an enor- 
mous document, aflccting such a multitude and such a variety of subjects, it is a 
matter of wonder that a great nation, whose interests are so vitally affected and 
whose traditional policy is so rudely shocked, has found occasion to make so few 
reservations the larger proportion of them [? which] do not alfecl the Peace Treaty 
with Germany at all. They can safely be left to be worked out by the League of 
Nations when it comes into existence. If you really wish the l^cacc Trt‘-aty to be 
ratified by the United States, it is possibly easily within your i^owcr to accomplish 
it. But there is no time to be lost. 

Appendix 2 to No. 58 
Reservations to the Treaty of Peace with Germany 

(Reported by Mr. Lodge from the Committee on Foreign Relations.) 

The committee also report the following reservations and understandings to be 
made a part and a condition of the resolution of ratification, which ratification is 
not to take effect or bind the United States until the said following reservations and 
understandings have been accepted as a part and a condition of said instrument of 
ratification by at least three of the four principal Allied and Associated Powers, to 
wit: Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan: — 

I . The United States so understands and construes article i that in case of notice 
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of withdrawal from the League of Nations, as provided in said article, the United 
States shall be the sole judge as to whether all its international obligations and all its 
obligations under the said covenant have been fulfilled, and notice of withdra^val 
by the United States may be given by a concurrent resolution of the Congress of the 
United States. 

2. The United States assumes no obligation to preserve the territorial integrity 
or political independence of any other country or to interfere in controversies 
between nations — whether members of the League or not — under the provisions of 
article lo, or to employ the military or naval forces of the United States under any 
article of the treaty for any purpose, unless in any particular case the Congress, 
which, under the Constitution, has the sole power to declare w’ar or authorize the 
emplotment of the military or naval forces of the United States, shall by act or 
joint resolution so provide. 

3. No mandate shall be accepted by the United States under article 22, Part I, 
or any other provision of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, except by action of the 
Congress of the United States. 

4. The United States reserves to itself exclusively the right to decide what 
questions are within its domestic jurisdiction and declares that all domestic and 
political questions relating wholly or in part to its internal affairs, including 
immigration, labour, coastwise traffic, the tariff, commerce, the suppression of 
traffic in w^omen and children and in opium and other dangerous drugs, and all 
other domestic questions, are solely within the jurisdiction of the United States — 
and are not under this treaty to be submitted in any way either to arbitration or to 
the consideration of the Council or of the Assembly of the League of Nations, or any 
agency thereof, or to the decision or reconamendation of any other Power. 

5 . The United States will not submit to arbitration or to enquiry by the Assembly 
or by the Council of the League of Nations, provided for in said treaty of peace, 
any questions which in the judgment of the United States depend upon or relate 
to its long-established policy commonly knowm as the ‘Monroe’ doctrine; said 
doctrine is to be interpreted by the United States alone, and is hereby declared to 
be w^holly outside the jurisdiction of said League of Nations and entirely unaffected 
by any provision contained in the said Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

6. The United States withholds its assent to articles 156, 157 and 158 and 
reserves full liberty of action with respect to any controversy which may arise under 
said articles between the Republic of China and the Empire of Japan. 

7. The Congress of the United States will provide by law for the appointment of 
the representatives of the United States in the Assembly and the Council of the 
League of Nations and may in its discretion provide for the participation of the 
United States in any commission, committee, tribunal, court, council or conference, 
or in the selection of any members thereof and for the appointment of members of 
said commissions, committees, tribunals, courts, councils or conferences, or any 
other representatives under the treaty of peace, or in carrying out its provisions, and 
until such participations and appointment[s] have been so provided for and the 
powers and duties of such representatives so defined, no person shall represent the 
United States under either said League of Nations or the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany or be authorized to perform any act for or on behalf of the United States 
thereunder, and no citizen of the United States shall be selected or appointed as a 
member of said commissions, committees, tribunals, courts, councils or conferences, 
except with the approval of the Senate of the United States. 

8. The United States understands that the Reparation Commission will regulate 
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(/) Article i 2 i of the covenant provides that ‘nothing in this covenant shall be 
deemed to affect the validity of • . . . regional undertakings like the Monroe 
Doctrine.’ What objection, therefore, can you have to the fifth reservation, which 
withdraws from arbitration or enquiry the Monroe Doctrine? Otherwise, the pro- 
tection purported to be given to that doctrine by article is a mere form of words, 
and is so recognised by the common sense of all the people of the United States. 

If it be your intent at some future time to call that doctrine into question, surely 
it is not worth your while to now make that fact evident, thereby causing the rejec- 
tion of the Treaty of Peace with Germany by the United States and thus imperilling 
the peace of Europe. It will require a united Europe to call that doctrine into 
question with any hope of success, and it will be better for yoxi, from the point of 
view of your own interests, to secure the successful operation of the treaty with 
Germany in order that when, in some future and distant year, you call the Monroe 
Doctrine into question you may have a united, and not a Balkanised, Europe 
behind you. 

(g) The sixth reservation withholds the assent of the United States to those 
articles of the treaty with Germany which relate to the disposition of disputed rights 
in Shantung. This reservation and the eighth and twelfth reservations relate to 
matters which affect the integrity of the treaty. For this reason they arc reservations 
to which you may refuse to give your formal assent. But, if in respect to all of the 
others, you take the attitude suggested hereafter, you will have taken the surest 
course to secure a compromise by which these reservations may ))e alienated. 

(k) The seventh reservation provides that the representatives ol‘ the United 
States in the Assembly and on the Council of the League of Nations must be nomi- 
nated by the President and confirmed by the Senate. 'Phis is the same provision in 
American law which applies with respect to countless oflicials and rei)resentatives 
of the United States. 

The same reservation makes this principle of procedure apply to all representa- 
tives of the United States on any commission, committee, &c., required under the 
Treaty of Peace or in carrying out its provisions. 

It is difficult to conceive that any nation can object to the United States following 
its habitual practice in the selection of its official representatives. 

(z) The ninth reservation declares that the United States cannot contribute to 
any expenses of the League of Nations or under the Treaty of Peace, except in 
accordance with an appropriation bill duly enacted by the Congress of the United 
States. This is merely a statement of fact. Its intent, like that of some of the other 
reservations, is to inform foreign Governments, who may not be aware of it, that 
there are certain methods and limitations imposed by the oiganic law of our Govern- 
ment and thereby prevent any future misunderstanding. Every citizen of the 
United States understands that by no possibility can a penny of public funds be 
withdrawn from the Treasury, except in pursuance of an appropriation law. 

(j) The tenth reservation reserves to the United States the right to increase its 
armaments without the consent of the League should the United States find itself 
threatened with invasion or engaged in war. Is there any nation which will construe 
the provisions of article 8 of the covenant in any other way, no matter whether it 
has made a reservation or not? 

(k) The eleventh reservation reserves to the United States the right to permit, in 
its discretion, the nationals of a covenant-breaking State who reside within the 
United States or in countries other than the covenant-breaking one to continue 
their commercial, financial and personal relations with the nationals of the United 
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States. This does not, as some have assumed, limit the power of the League to 
impose a blockade upon the covenant-breaking State. For example, if X be the 
covenant-breaking State; if some of its nationals reside in the United States and 
others in the States of B and G, the reserv’ation would permit the League to impose 
a blockade upon the covenant-breaking State X, while, at the same time, the 
relations between the nationals of that State residing in the United States and in the 
States B and C may continue as before. What real interest is threatened by this 
reservation? At least to such an extent as to warrant a refusal to accept this reser\"a- 
tion and thereby imperil the treaty with Germany. 

(/) The thirteenth reservation withholds the assent of the United States to Part 
XIII (the organisation of labour) until Congress by law pro\ides for the representa- 
tion of that Government in this organisation as well as the conditions which shall 
govern the participation of the United States in it. This subject is one of those 
which have no essential relation to the Treaty of Peace with Germany, and the 
success of that treaty should not be prejudiced by a refusal to accept the reserv^ation. 

{m) The fourteenth reservation denies the binding effect upon the United States 
of any obligation resulting from an action of the council or Assembly of the League 
in which any member of the League and its self-governing dominions, colonies, &c., 
have cast in the aggregate more than one vote. 

In like manner it denies the binding effect of any obligations arising from an 
action of the council or Assembly in any dispute between the United States and any 
member of the League provided that member or any of its self-governing dominions, 
colonies, &c., has cast a vote. 

The second of the foregoing two provisions is manifestly fair and just provided 
neither of the disputants casts a vote. Doubtless, this is what was intended by the 
Senate of the United States and a mere suggestion to that effect wdll cause this to be 
made clear. 

The first of the two above provisions is, in the minds of many, equally just and 
fair, although there are some who think that it would require a revision of article 15 
(and perhaps others) of the covenant. But it is believed that such revision is not 
now necessary. The success of the League of Nations depends upon all its members 
entering it with confidence in the ultimate sense of justice of the entire body. It will 
be observed that the fourteenth reservation does not declare that the United States 
will not be bound by any obligation arising from the action of the council or 
Assembly after the casting of votes as indicated above. It reserves the right to 
declare the obligation in case injustice results. Why cannot the nations of the 
League assume that it will be a long time before even an attempt at injustice toward 
the United States would be made? And that even then the full and jfree discussion 
will prevent the attempt from being realised? The processes of operation of the 
League will, undoubtedly, be modified from time to time, as experience shows to be 
wise. If, as some people believe any nation under the present covenant has an 
undue preponderance of votes, and if at any time this preponderance should bring 
the League face to face with a proposed act of injustice, can we not trust to the 
common sense of justice of the League to work out a solution? It may be years 
before such an act of injustice would be proposed. During all that time the United 
States will be in the League, day by day cementing the relations of friendship 
between all the nations, resulting in a spirit that will make the solution of the diffi- 
culty under consideration easy when the time comes for it. 

The essential question is, have you any such object in view in giving to one 
United Nation six votes as against the one vote of the United States as r. lakes it 
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worth your while to imperil the successful opcratioii of the IVoaty of Peace wifli 
Germany, mei cly to maintain a point of procedure in a League of Nations which 
has not come into existence? Thus it would seern that tlu;re are eleven of the 
fourteen reservations tliat could be accepted, resulting in the continued solidarity 
of the United States with the I'hiropean Allies and in tlu^ prompt resumption of the 
status of peace for which the world longs. 

6. But it seems unlikely that the present deadlock in the United States Senate 
can be broken, except by a compromise. 'J'his ooniprortiise will involve the reten- 
tion of some reservations and perhaps the modiGcation of some others. This com- 
promise cannot be made so long as the President believes that no reservations will 
be acceptable to you, or until you indicate to liiin wliat reservations, modified or 
not, you will accept. Millions of ])COple in the United States, who think about the 
treaty at all, believe iu these reservations solely for tlu^ rctasou that they are afraid 
that they are not acceptable to you. If they are not accx^ptable to you they believe 
that the clauses of the treaty to which they relate eoiitain some hicklcui meaning 
concealed from the American representatives and which, if known, would not have 
been accepted by them. 

If you will give to the treaty and to the President the sui)port of your declaration 
that you have no objection to certain of these reservations upon the acccj)tance of 
which the American people are very earnest, and that others of them will be 
acceptable to you by certain indicated modifications, the ratification of the treaty 
by the United States Senate will be made as certain as ])ossiblc% even though 
there may be one or two or three of the reservations which you entirely reject. 

Even the reservation relating to the disputed rights iu Shantung could be 
accepted. Surely, the peace of the world is not so much alfcctcd, even by implica- 
tion, by this reservation as it will be by the United States withdrawing entirely 
from the Entenk as result of its rejection of the treaty. 

The American people is earnest in its sincere desire to have peace and would 
have it under the general terms of the proposed treaty. Surely, in such an enor- 
mous document, aflecting such a multitude and such a variety of subjects, it is a 
matter of wonder that a great nation, whose interests arc so vitally affected and 
whose traditional policy is so rudely shocked, has found occasion to make so few 
reservations the larger proportion of them [Pwhich] do not affect the Peace Treaty 
with Germany at all. They can safely be left to be worked out by the League of 
Nations when it comes into existence. If you really wish the Peace Treaty to be 
ratified by the United States, it is possibly easily within your power to accomplish 
it. But there is no time to be lost. 


Appendix 2 to No. 58 
Reservations to the Treaty of Peace with Germany 

(Reported by Mr. Lodge from the Committee on Foreign Relations.) 

The committee also report the following reservations and understandings to be 
made a part and a condition of the resolution of ratification, which ratification is 
not to take effect or bind the United States until the said following reservations and 
understandings have been accepted as a part and a condition of said instrument of 
ratification by at least three of the four principal Allied and Associated Powers, to 
wit: G^eat Britain, France, Italy and Japan: — 

I . T,ie United States so understands and construes article i that in case of notice 
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of \^ithdra^v’al from the League of Nations, as provided in said article, the United 
States shall be the sole judge as to whether all its international obligations and ail its 
obligations under the said covenant have been fulfilled, and notice of \vithdrawai 
by the United States may be given by a concurrent resolution of the Congress of the 
United States. 

2. The United States assumes no obligation to preserve the territorial integrity 
or political independence of any other country or to interfere in controversies 
between nations — whether members of the League or not — under the provisions of 
article lo, or to employ the military or naval forces of the United States under any 
article of the treaty for any purpose, unless in any particular case the Congress, 
which, under the Constitution, has the sole power to declare war or authorize the 
employment of the military or naval forces of the United States, shall by act or 
joint resolution so provide. 

3. No mandate shall be accepted by the United States under article 22, Part I, 
or any other provision of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, except by action of the 
Congress of the United States. 

4. The United States reserves to itself exclusively the right to decide \vhat 
questions are within its domestic jurisdiction and declares that all domestic and 
political questions relating wholly or in part to its internal affairs, including 
immigration, labour, coastwise traffic, the tariff, commerce, the suppression of 
traffic in women and children and in opium and other dangerous drugs, and all 
other domestic questions, are solely within the jurisdiction of the United States — 
and are not under this treaty to be submitted in any way either to arbitration or to 
the consideration of the Council or of the Assembly of the League of Nations, or any 
agency thereof, or to the decision or recommendation of any other Power. 

5. The United States will not submit to arbitration or to enquiry by the Assembly 
or by the Council of the League of Nations, provided for in said treaty of peace, 
any questions which in the judgment of the United States depend upon or relate 
to its long-established policy commonly known as the ‘Monroe’ doctrine; said 
doctrine is to be interpreted by the United States alone, and is hereby declared to 
be wholly outside the jurisdiction of said League of Nations and entirely unaffected 
by any provision contained in the said Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

6. The United States withholds its assent to articles 156, 157 and 158 and 
reserves full liberty of action with respect to any controversy which may arise under 
said articles between the Republic of China and the Empire of Japan. 

7. The Congress of the United States will provide by law for the appointment of 
the representatives of the United States in the Assembly and the Council of the 
League of Nations and may in its discretion provide for the participation of the 
United States in any commission, committee, tribunal, court, council or conference, 
or in the selection of any members thereof and for the appointment of members of 
said commissions, committees, tribunals, courts, councils or conferences, or any 
other representatives under the treaty of peace, or in carrying out its provisions, and 
until such participations and appointment [s] have been so provided for and the 
powers and duties of such representatives so defined, no person shall represent the 
United States under either said League of Nations or the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany or be authorized to perform any act for or on behalf of the United States 
thereunder, and no citizen of the United States shall be selected or appointed as a 
member of said commissions, committees, tribunals, courts, councils or conferences, 
except with the approval of the Senate of the United States. 

8. The United States understands that the Reparation Commission will regulate 
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or interfere with exports from the United States to Germany, or from Germany to 
the United States, only when the United States by Act or Joint Resolution of 
Congress approves such regulation or interference. 

9. The United States shall not be obligated to contribute to any expenses of the 
League of Nations, or of the secretariat, or of any commission, or committee or 
conference, or other agency, organized under the League of Nations or under the 
treaty or for the purpose of carrying out the treaty provisions, unless and until an 
appropriation of funds available for such expenses shall have been made by the 
Congress of the United States. 

10. If the United States shall at any time adopt any plan for the limitation of 
armaments proposed by the Council of the League of Nations under the provisions 
of article 8, it reserves the right to increase such armaments without the consent of 
the Council whenever the United States is threatened with invasion or engaged 
in war. 

1 1 . The United States reserves the right to permit, in its discretion, the nationals 
of a covenant-breaking State, as defined in article 16 of the covenant of the League 
of Nations, residing within the United States or in countries other than that violating 
said article 16, to continue their commercial, financial, and personal relations 
with the nationals of the United States. 

12. Nothing in articles 296, 297, or in any of the annexes thereto or in any other 
article, section or annex of the Treaty of Peace with Germany shall, as against 
citizens of the United States, be taken to mean any confirmation, ratification or 
approval of any act otherwise illegal or in contravention of the rights of citizens of 
the United States. 


14. United States assumes no obligation to be bound by any election, decision, 
report or finding of council or assembly in which any member of the League and its 
self-governing dominions, colonies or parts of Empire, in the aggregate have cast 
more than one vote, and assumes no obligations to be bound by any decision, report 
or finding of council or assembly arising out of any dispute between the United 
States and any member of the League, if such member or any self-governing 
dominion, colony, or part of Empire united with it politically has voted. 

Thus in original. For this reservation see paragraph 5(/) in appendix i above. 


No. 59 

i.G.P. 5.] Secretary s Notes of an Anglo-French Corference held at 10^ 
Downing Street^ S.JV.^ on Saturday^ December /j, ^919^ CLt p,m. 

Present: British Empire'. The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. the Earl Curzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for 
F oreign Affairs, The Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The 
Right Hon. A. J. Balfour, Lord President of the Council. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Gambon. 

Secretary: Sir M. Hankey. 

Assistant Secretary: Brigadier-General S. H, Wilson. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 
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I . Mr. Lloyb George referred to the draft conclusion in regard to Russia, 
and read the fourth paragraph as regards the assistance to be given 
to the border communities. 

M. Clemenceau agreed to the wording as proposed of this paragraph of 
the Russian conclusions and the draft resolution (A) was agreed to. (Resolu- 
tion (A) — see i.c.p. 8.i) 


2. Mr. Lloyd George asked if the draft conclusions as to the future of the 
Peace Conference appeared suitable. 

Cmference^^^ M. Clemengeau pointed out that one of the chief things 
which the Peace Conference had to deal with was the question 
of peace with Turkey. In the circumstances he did not altogether Kke the 
wording of the first paragraph, which provided for the present Peace Con- 
ference coming to an end at an early date. 

Some discussion then ensued regarding the wording of the first paragraph 
of the draft, and it was agreed that the words ‘cession [session] of the’ should 
be inserted so that the first line should read ‘that the present session of the 
Peace Conference shall. . . 

Some discussion then ensued regarding the wording of paragraph 2 of the 
draft conclusions, during which Mr. Balfour suggested that at the beginning 
of the paragraph the words ‘that pending the resumption of the conference’ 
should be inserted, and ’that at the end of the paragraph the words ‘a Con- 
ference of Ambassadors in Paris’ should be amended to read ‘the Ambas- 
sadors in Paris.’ 

Lord Curzon doubted if such wording would make it clear whether the 
Ambassadors were to discuss the questions as now or in conference. Further, 
he thought that the proposed wording would deprive the Peace Conference 
from now on of the right of dealing with any matters. 

M. Clemengeau thought that the wording in the draft was quite clear. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that quite frankly he did not want large questions 
of policy, to which the British Government might be committed, to be dealt 
with by the Peace Conference. 

M. Clemengeau said that this was his view also. What he suggested was 
conferences such as that which they were having now in order to discuss 
difficulties in connection with the peace with Turkey, and also with Hungary, 
and these questions would then have to be submitted to the Peace Conference. 

Mr. Lloyd George said His Majesty’s Government would not send any- 
one to Paris to discuss the Turkish treaty, and he wanted that considered 
amongst themselves. 

M. Clemengeau replied that in any case it would be necessary to send 
someone to say what had been decided, as when the Turkish delegates had 
to be dealt with they would have to come to Paris, and the question would 
then have to be discussed by the Peace Conference. 

Lord Curzon called attention to the fact that whenever the discussion of 
the Eastern question started in Paris the question of the East would occupy 

* No. 62. 
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a great deal of time, and, in his opinion, could not be disposed of in less than 
six weeks. 

M. Clemenceau was inclined to think it would not take so long as sug- 
gested by the English Secretary of State for Foreign AlTairs, as, if the French 
and British representatives had come to an agreement beforehand, the other 
Powers would not have vezy much to say. America and ,] apan were not 
greatly interested, and Italy might possibly have something to say. He could 
not agree as to the question not being discussed in Paris, but he was quite 
prepared to leave the door open for the matter to be discussed later. 

After some further di.scu.ssion it wa.s agreed that — 

The conclusions in cozmection with the fiilunt of tlu^ Peace Conference 
should be worded as shown in re.solutiou (B) (i.c.i*. 8).* 


3. Mr. Lloyd George said the next matter to consider was the proposed 

wording of the agreement in connection with the breaches of the 
Breaches of ih laws of war. 

Laws oj War 

After a short discussion, during which M. Cl<‘ni<^nccau said that 
the French rejiresciiLativc could come to London whcncvc^r and Sir 

M. Hankey said that the Illnglish Attorney-General would lik(‘. him to come 
on Friday, the 19th instant, the wording of the proposed draft conclusion 
in this connection was agreed to. (Resolution (C) (r.d.P. 8).^) 


4. Mr. Lloyd George said that the next point to consider was the question 

of the surrender of the Kaiser. 

Suru'tifkr of , . 

the Kaiser After a short discussion, during which Mr. Lloyd Gc^orge said that 
Lord Hugh Cecils had suggested his internment in Dover Castle if he 
was brought to England, the wording of the draft conclusion in this con- 


nection was agreed to as shown in resolution (D) (r.c.p. 8).^ 


5. Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that it was very desirable before the 
Japanese Ambassador arrived to come to some agreement as to 
Regards Siberia reply should be given to him if he asked whether the 

Allies wished Japan to remain in Siberia or not. 

M. Clemenceau thought that the only reply that could be given was that 
President Wilson would have to be consulted in the first instance. 

Mr. Balfour agreed, and said that at the same time it might be said that 
it was recognized that America and Japan were the two Powers primarily 
interested. 

Lord Curzon referred to the fact that the Japanese had still 30,000 men 
left in Siberia. It was for consideration whether it was in the interests of 
Europe that Japan should stay there or not. He then explained what, in his 
opinion, were the arguments for and against Japan remaining in Siberia. 

The advantages of Japan clearing out of Siberia were: — 

(1) Japan would conform to the policy of the Allies. 

(2) If Japan remained, China would be in constant apprehension. 

( 3 ) If Japan withdrew altogether, the Bolsheviks and anti-Bolsheviks 

would be free to fight it out amongst themselves. 

^ Privy Councillor and Member of Parliament for Oxford University. 
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The arguments for Japan remaining were: — 

(1) Japan requires an outlet somewhere as the Japanese were debarred 

from going to America and certain British possessions, and Siberia 
offered an immense field for emigration. 

(2) If Japan were allowed to remain in Siberia, she might leave China 

alone. 

(3) It is not clear how we could get her to go out if she did not want to go. 

(4) Her presence in Siberia was a guarantee against the triumph of 

Bolshevism. 

On the whole he thought that the arguments were in favour of allowing 
Japan to stay, but he thought it only right to call the attention of the con- 
ference to the fact that if she remained there, she might not confine her 
interests to the east of Lake Baikal, and the result might be that a difficult 
Eastern question would have to be grappled with in the future. 

Mr. Lloyd George did not see what objection there could be, from a 
purely European point of view, to Japan remaining in Siberia. 

M. Clemengeau agreed. 

Some discussion then ensued as regards the possibility of an alliance 
between Russia and Japan, and M. Clemenceau pointed out that he 
thought such a possibility was somewhat remote, and that every de- 
cision arrived at must have some dangers in view. 

5, Whitehall Gardens^ December iQiQ- 

No. 60 

i.G.P. 6.] Secretary's Notes of a Conference held at 10^ Downing Street^ 
London^ S.W.i^ on Saturday^ December zj, 1919^ od 4,90 p.mJ- 

Present : British Empire : The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. A. J. 
Balfour, Lord President of the Council, The Right Hon. the Earl 
Curzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, The 
Right Hon. A. Chamberlain, Chancellor of the Exchequer. 

U,S,A.: The Hon. J. W, Davis. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Cambon. 

Italy: The Marquis Imperiali. 

Japan: Viscount Ghinda.^ 

Secretary: Sir M. Hankey. 

Assistant Secretary: Brigadier-General S. H. Wilson. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there were two questions which it was very 
desirable to discuss while M. Clemenceau was in London. The first was the 
Russian question, and the second was what arrangements should be made as 
regards the future of the Peace Conference. 

This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States : The 
Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. ix, p. 853 f. 

2 Japanese Ambassador in London, 
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I. As regards Russia, the question to be decided was what was to be done in 
Russia giving more money; and, again, what was to be done if 

the Baltic States were attacked by the Bolsheviks. Further, there 
was the question of the Caucasian States, and what was to be done if these 
were attacked by General Denikin. There was, yet again, the question of 
Siberia, although this was much more the concern of the United States of 
America and Japan than of the other Powers. He understood that the 
Japanese had 30,000 men still in Siberia, and the Americans, 8,000. In so 
far as Russia in Europe was concerned, the views of the British, French and 
Italian Governments were that no further commitments should be entered 
into. England had promised to do certain things, and the French the same; 
and after that it was intended that neither Power would be under any obliga- 
tion, but that each Power should have discretion to leave on the spot, or not, 
their political or other missions which may cither be attached to the anti- 
Bolshcvik elements or the despatch of which may have already been decided 
upon. The next question on which tlicsc Powers were agreed was that a 
strong Poland was desirable. The third point was that the Powers were 
agreed that the proposal to summon a general conference of representatives 
of the anti-Bolshevik States must be rejected. The fourth point was in con- 
nection with the assistance to be given to the border commxmitics, and it was 
agreed that the Allies should give them such assistance in defending their 
liberties as might be found desirable in the circumstances of each case as it 
arose. These were the principal points which it was desired to submit to the 
conference for consideration. 

The Marquis Imperiau said that he understood that it was not intended 
to encourage Poland to take offensive action, and that the extent of any 
assistance which might be given to her should be for the defence of her 
territories, and not for other purposes. 

Mr. Lloyd George agreed that this was so, and the conference approved 
of the addition to the wording of paragraph a’ of the words ‘to her for the 
defence of her territories’. 

Viscount Ghinda referred to the sum of ;i^^i5,ooo,ooo, which he under- 
stood the British Government were giving to the anti-Bolshevik forces. He 
would like to know whether that sum was earmarked to General Denikin, or 
whether some of it could be given to the anti-Bolshcviks in Siberia. In his 
opinion, the situation in Siberia was very critical, and without further 
financial or military assistance he did not see how it could be retrieved. 

Mr. Lloyd George explained that the money allotted by the British 
Government for assistance to Russia was earmarked for General Denikin, 
and asked Mr. Davis if he knew whether America was prepared to give any 
further assistance to Admiral Kolchak. 

Mr. Davis said that he did not know what the situation was in this con- 
nection. 

Viscount Ghinda said he understood that the United States and Japanese 
Governments were discussing the question at the moment. He would like 

’ Of resolution (A) in No. 62. 
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to read to the conference the views of the Viscount Uchida, the Japanese 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, in connection with the Siberian situation. These, 
as explained by Viscount Chinda, were, briefly, that the Japanese Govern- 
ment view with very great concern the situation in Siberia. The retirement 
of Admiral Kolchak had encouraged the Bolshexiks, and if Admiral Kol- 
chak’s retreat had to be continued the Allied and Associated troops might 
find themselves face to face with the Red Russian army. In ihe opinion of 
the Viscount Uchida, there were three alternative courses which might be 
taken : — 

(i) An attempt to crush the Red Russian army by sending sufficient re- 

inforcements to Siberia, and by acting in co-operation wdth the 
anti-Bolshe\dk forces. 

(ii) The cariydng out of partial withdraw'ai in order to avoid an encounter 

with the Red Russian army. 

(iii) An attempt to stop the Red Russian army by maintaining the status quo. 
To adopt course (i) would entail sending reinforcements of considerable 
strength, and public opinion in Japan made this impossible, in so far as Japan 
was concerned, as the Opposition in the Japanese Parliament were even 
demanding withdrawal from Russia. As regards the second course, it was 
the opinion of the Japanese Government that any partial withdrawal would 
lead to the augmentation of the Bolshevik strength and would necessitate in 
the end a total withdrawal. Such a situation would create a serious menace 
of Bolshevism to Manchuria, Korea, and even to Japan itself. Consequently, 
the only course of action appeared to be the third alternative, which was to 
maintain the status quo by sending such forces as were imperatively necessary 
in order to strengthen weak points on the front; and, in the opinion of the 
Japanese military authorities, 5,000 to 6,000 men would be required for this. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that if the Japanese Government were contem- 
plating the despatch of these reinforcements to Siberia it would be better, in 
drafting the conclusions in regard to Russia, to introduce in the first paragraph, 
after the word ‘promised’, in the second line, the words ‘or decided upon’. 

Viscount Chinda said he would like to explain that it was not the present 
intention of the Japanese Government to send all these reinforcements them- 
selves, but that that was the estimate of the size of the force which, in the 
opinion of the Japanese military authorities, would be required. 

After some further discussion, it was agreed : — 

That the first part of paragraph 1 of the conclusions in regard to Russia 

should be amended to read as follows ; — 

‘not to enter into any further commitments beyond what have already 
been promised, or, in the case of Siberia, may be decided upon between 
the Governments of the United States of America and Japan as to 
furnishing . . .% &c. 

It was also agreed; 

That paragraph 3 should be amended to read as follows : — 

‘The conference agreed that no useful purpose would be served by at- 
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tempting to summon any general conference of tlie representatives of the 
anti-BolsIievik Slates at the present lime.’ 

After some further discussion, the conclusions in regard to Russia, as 
shown in resolution (A) (i.e.P, 8),+ were agreed to. 

Mr. Lloyd George raised the question of the publication of some state- 
Annotmeement of show the policy agreed upon. There appeared to him 

to be two alternatives, viz., cither— 

(a) For each Power to agree to make the same statement, or 
(b) To agree to the conclusions, and that each Power should make its own 
statement, based on these conclusions. 

The Marquis Impertali said that before any public slalcmcnt was made 
as to policy he would like to consult his Government. 

Mr. Davis similarly said that he would have to consult liis Government 
before committing himself to any public statement on policy. He would also 
have to dissociate himself from any statement that might bo made in the 
meantime as regards policy. 

Viscount Ghinda said that he was in the same position as Mr. Davis. 
After some further discussion it was agreed : 

That each Government should be left to make what statement it thought 
fit, based on the conclusions arrived at. 

2. Mr. Lloyd George said the next question was to decide what was to be 

the final text of the conclusions in connection with the future 
^mce Conference Peace Conference. He would like to ask the conference 

if they would agree to the draft which was before them and 
had been concurred in by himself and M. Glemenccau. 

The United States and Italian Ambassadors both pointed out that it 
would be necessary for them to refer the conclusions in this respect to their 
Governments. They presumed that they might understand that the British 
and French Governments were in agreement on the matter and invited their 
Governments to concur. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that this was so. 

Viscount Ghinda said that he agreed to the terms of the conclusions on 
behalf of the Japanese Government, 

The terms of the conclusion, as agreed to by the French, British and 
Japanese Governments, are given in resolution (B) (i.g.p. 8).^ 

3. Mr. Lloyd George raised the question of the conclusions which had been 
D L r L a^rrived at in connection with the breaches of the laws of war 

and the surrender of the ex-Kaiscr. 

The Marquis Imperiali said that he was afraid he had not 
come to the conference prepared to discuss these questions, which exceeded 
his competence, and the matter was dropped. 

2, Whitehall Gardens, December 13, xgig. 

^ No. 62. 

778 



No. 61 


i.G.p. 7.] Secretary s Notes of an Anglo-French Conference^ held at 10^ 
Downing Street^ London^ S, on Saturday^ December 13, 19 ^ 9 ^ at 3.30p.m. 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. A. J. 
Balfour, Lord President of the Council, The Right Hon. the Earl 
Gurzon of Kedleston, Secretary’ of State for Foreign Affairs, The 
Right Hon. A. Chamberlain, Chancellor of the Exchequer. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Gambon, Loucheur, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Fleuriau. 

Secretary: Sir M. Hankey. 

Assistant Secretary: Brigadier-General S. H. Wilson. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

I . Mr. Chamberlain reported that M. Loucheur and he had reached an 
agreement on all the points referred to them except two. These related to the 
cost of the armies of occupation and to the classification of coal as land-borne 
or sea-borne under the terms of the treaty with Germany. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if that meant that the question of the army of 
occupation had not been settled. 

Mr. Bonar Law replied in the affirmative and said that that question 
would have to be settled by the Reparation Commission, if not otherwise. 

M. Loucheur explained that he did not dispute the correctness of the 
British contention that the British Government was entitled under the treaty 
to the full cost of the British army, including pay, but he thought that the 
French contention in regard to coal was equally well founded. He was 
confident that he could prove this, and would send experts to London to 
discuss the matter with the Coal Controller, 

Mr. Chamberlain proposed that the agreement drawn up between 
M. Loucheur and himself, which made no mention of these points, should 
be approved. 

The conference decided — 

To approve the agreement (Appendix A). 

Mr. Chamberlain then read in English the statement respecting the pro- 
posed agreement, which M, Loucheur proposed to make to the French 
Parliament. He explained that the amount of the French loan to be issued 
in England would depend on what the conditions of the market permitted 
at the time of issue, which would probably be about March next. 

After some further discussion, during which it was pointed out by Mr. 
Bonar Law that it was very essential that the rate of interest should also be 
agreed upon — 

The conference agreed to the terms of the proposed statement with the 
addition of the word ^conditions’ (jnodalitSs) after the date and amount. 
(The statement as approved is given in resolution (E) (i.C.p. 8).^) 

* No. 6£2. 
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2. Mr, Chamberlain again called attention to the necessity of securing 
the assent of the British Dominions before the British Government could give 
their final approval to the proposed distribution of reparation as between 
France and the British Empire. 

M. Glemengeau and M. Lougheur assented, 

3 . It was further agreed that nothing should be said publicly on this sub- 
ject until M. Louchcur and Sir J. Bradbury had completed their negotiations 
with the other Allies. 

5 , Whitehall Gardens^ December 13^ iQiQ- 


Appendix A to No. 61 
Document i 


It is agreed — 

1. That neither the French nor the British Government will appoint a Minister 
to represent them on the Reparation Commission. 

2. That the position and duties of the chairman shall be as defined in the 
attached paper marked ‘A’. 

3. That the secretary general shall be British. 

4. That payments by Germany shall be devoted, first to the payment of the 
armies of occupation and for such supplies of food and raw material as may be 
allowed to Germany as provided by the treaty; secondly, to satisfying the Belgian 
priority; after this the proportionate distribution to be applied to all receipts from 
Germany, including restoration in kind, except where the article restored is actually 
identified as having been removed from the country to which it is now given back 
(article 238 of the treaty). Subject to the assent of the British Dominions, it is 
agreed that the share of the reparation accruing to France and the British Empire 
collectively shall be divided between France and the British Empire in the propor- 
tion of II to 5, 

5. The British Government will support the choice of a French chairman. The 
French Government agree to the proposal already accepted by the American, 
Italian and Belgian representatives that the shipping section shall sit in London 
and will support the choice of a British chairman for this section. 

6. The British Government further agree that it may be announced that they 
have assented to the issue of a French loan in London for as lai'ge an amount as the 
state of the British market at the time may permit. It is anticipated that the loan 
may be issued about the month of March next, but the exact date and the amount 
are reserved for further discussion between the two Governments. The proceeds 
of the loans will be spent entirely in the United Kingdom. 

(Initialled) J. A. 

(Initialled) B. P. B, 

7. The French Government will not ask for the repayment of the gold handed 
over under the Calais Agreement^ until the moment arrives when the whole of the 
French debt to the British Government is liquidated. 

2 The reference was to the protocol of agreement drawn up at the conclusion of an Anglo- 
French financial conference at Calais on August 24, 1916, and signed on the one hand by 
Mr, Asquith, British Prime Minister, and Mr. McKenna, Chancellor of the Exchequer, and on 
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Cette clause est soumise au ^linistre des Finances^ qui seul peut y donner son 
agrement. 

(Initialled; J. A. (J. A\^nal).^ 

Subject to clause 7 being finally agreed. 

(Initialled) B. P. B. (B, P. Blackett). 

December ^ 9 ^ 9 - 

Document 2 

‘A.’ 

1 . It shall be the duty of the chairman to preside at the meetings of the com- 
mission and to exercise such authority in regard to the calling, postponement of, 
and the conduct of business at, such meetings as may be given by the standing 
orders, and it shall be the duty of the deputy chairman to discharge any or all of 
the duties of the chairman in his absence. Otherwise the powers of all the delegates 
shall be equal. 

2. All minutes of proceedings at meetings of the commission shall be signed by 
the chairman (or in his absence by the deputy chairman) and countersigned by the 
secretary general. 

3. All documents and correspondence issuing from the commission [? shall] be 
initialled (vise) by the secretary general and signed by two delegates unless the 
commission otherwise determines. 

4. No individual delegate shall have power to act in the name or on behalf of 
the commission unless expressly authorised to do so by resolution of the commission 
in regard to a specific matter. Any delegate so authorised may sign letters and 
documents on behalf of the commission in respect of such matter, provided that 
such letters or documents are expressed to be issued by direction of the commission 
and the resolution of the commission giving the authority is quoted therein. 

(Initialled) J. A. 
(Initialled) B. P. B. 

December ij, 1919* 

the other by M. Briand, French Prime Minister, and M. Ribot, French Minister of Finance. 
The first three articles of this agreement read: 

‘(i) In order to meet the financial requirements of the French Government for the six 
months, the 15th September, 1916, to the 15th March, 1917, His Majesty’s Government 
will discount French Government Treasury bills as the money is required, but at a rate not 
exceeding ,^25, 000, 000 a month, up to a total amount of 50,000,000. 

‘(2) In return for the above advances, the French Government undertake to request the 
Bank of France to place at the disposal of the British Treasury a sum of ,(^50,000,000 in gold, 
this sum constituting a loan to be repaid by the British Government on the same dates as the 
repayment of the bills to be discounted under clause i. The Bank of France will forward 
the gold by instalments, to be delivered to the charge of the British Government at a French 
port. Such deliveries to take place after the shortest possible delay, at the request of the 
British Treasury, subject to a maximum of ,^5,000,000 weekly. 

‘(3) The French Government Treasury bills to be discounted under clause i will be 
sterling bills of a currency of twelve months, and will be discounted at the advertised rates 
for British Treasury bills of the same currency on the day of discount. They will be finally 
repayable in three years after the conclusion of peace. In the intervening period, the British 
Government will facilitate by all the means in their power the issue of a French funding loan 
on the London market.’ 

3 Apparently in error for Avenol. M. J. Avenol was French financial delegate in London. 

4 An official of the British Treasury. 
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No. 62 


i.c.p. 8 .] Conferences of the Allied and Associated Powers and of the British 
and French Governments^ held at lo^ Downing Street^ London^ on Thursday^ 
Friday and Saturday^ Dece?nber ii, 12 and 13^ 1919- 

Text of Resolutions. 

(A.) Policy in Russia, 

(Discussed at conference of Americana British, French, Italian, and Japanese 

representatives. ) 

1. The Russian policy agreed to at the conference may be summed up as 
follows : — ^ 

Not to enter into any further commitments beyond what has already been 
promised or, in the case of Siberia, may be decided upon between the 
Governments of the United States of America and Japan, as to furnishing 
assistance to the anti-Bolshevik elements in Russia, whether in the form of 
troops, war material, or financial aid ; the anti-Bolshcvik elements still to be 
free to purchase war material in the Allied countries; each Power to have 
discretion to leave on the spot all political or other missions which may cither 
be attached to the anti-Bolshevik elements or the dispatch of which may 
already have been decided upon ; and to leave Bolshevik Russia, as it were, 
within a ring fence. 

2. The conference considered that a strong Poland was in the interests of 
the Entente Powers and left for further consideration the question of the form 
and extent of the assistance to be given to her for the defence of her territories. 

3. The conference agreed that no useful purpose would be served by 
attempting to summon any general conference of the representatives of the 
anti-Bolshevik States at the present time. 

4. As regards the border communities with non-Russian populations 
which have been struggling for freedom and self-government, the Allies will 
give them such assistance in defending their liberties as may be found desir- 
able in the circumstances of each case as it arises. 

(B.) Future of the Peace Conference, 

(Discussed at a conference of the American, British, French, Italian, and 

Japanese representatives.) 


It was agreed that — 

I. The present session of the Peace Conference shall come to an end at 
Christmas or at latest within a fortnight of the proces-verbal of the deposit 
of ratifications of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

^ Note in original: ‘An understanding was reached that each Government should 
announce this policy in the words and in the manner it considered most convenient, but in 
any case not before 3 p.m. on Monday, the 15th December.’ 
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2. After the termination of the present session of the Peace Conference 
large questions of policy shall be dealt with by direct communication between 
the Governments themselves, while questions of detail shall be dealt with by 
a Conference of Ambassadors in Paris. 

3. The principles of the Treaty of Peace with Turkey shall be first dis- 
cussed between the heads of Governments before the conference meets to 
consider the necessary treaties. 

4. The Inter-Allied Military Organisation shall be continued under the 
presidency of Marshal Foch at Versailles and shall be instructed — 

(a) To give advice to the Allied and Associated Governments on military 
questions relating to the execution by Germany of the Treaty of 
Peace. 

(i) To execute such orders as the Allied and Associated Powers may give 
them.^ 


(G.) Breaches of the Laws of War. 

(Discussed between the British and French Governments) 

It was agreed that — 

A committee should be immediately set up in London composed of legal 
representatives of the British, French, and Belgian Governments, in order to 
revise and, if possible, to cut down the list of persons accused of having com- 
mitted acts in violation of the laws and customs of war under article 228 of 
the Treaty of Peace with Germany, and in order to ensure that the several 
lists are based on similar principles. 

The Attorney General of England undertook to take the initiative in 
summoning the committee. 


(D.) The Kaiser. 

(Discussed between the British and French Governments.) 

It was agreed — 

To proceed with the demand for the surrender of the Kaiser under article 
227 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany immediately after the first 
verbal of the ratification of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

(E.) Economic Questions. 

Reparations^ Finance^ and Coal. 

The conference agreed to the following communique to be issued by 
M. Loucheur in Paris as the result of his conversations with Mr. Chamber- 
lain: — 

‘An exchange of views has taken place in regard to the working of the 

Reparation Commission and has demonstrated the identity of view of the 

two Governments. The economic and financial situation has been exam- 

2 Resolutions A and B above are printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the 
United States: The Paris Peace Conference^ rgiQ, vol. ix, pp. 857-8. 
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ined in detail. In order to remedy the fall in the exchange, prejudicial to the 
two nations, the British Government has accepted the issue of a French loan 
in England, the date, the amount and the conditions of which will be fixed 
by agreement between the two Governments. Finally, it has been decided 
that the system of licences for the exportation of coal shall be provisionally 
prolonged by some days in order to allow time to study the question 
further,’ 

♦ * * ♦ ♦ * 3 

The Attitude of the United States of America to the Peace Treaty, 

In view of a communication from Viscount Grey to the Prime Minister, 
in which the former had advised that foreign opposition to their reservations 
would only stiffen the Senate, it was agreed that discussion of America’s 
attitude and the possible action of the Allies towards it should be postponed. 

Peace with Turkey. 

(Discussed at a conference between the British and French Governments.) 

There is no formal resolution on the subject, but it was agreed that Lord 
Gurzon and M. Berthelot should examine various questions connected with 
the peace witli Turkey and should prepare alternative drafts for considera- 
tion. 

Petrol. 

(Discussed at a conference between British and French Governments.) 

It was agreed that the French petrol experts-should come over to London 
on the following Wednesday"*^ to meet Sir Hamar Greenwood and Sir John 
Gadman. 

3 Thus in original. 

+ December 17, 1919. 


No. 63 

i.G.p. 9.] ffotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers y held in M. Pichon^s Roorriy Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Friday , January 

5, ig20^ at 12.15 p.m.^ 

Present: U.S.A.: The Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. the 
Earl Gurzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs; 
SEGRETAIUES, Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Clemenccau, M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 
Berthelot, M. Massigli. 

Italy : Signor Nitti, Signor Scialoja, secretary, Signor Trombetti. 
Japan: Mr. Matsui. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

1 This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States : The 
Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. ix, pp. 859-60. 

784 



Mr. Lloyd George said that he had had the pleasure of several conversa- 
The Adriatic The Signor Nitti in London. The latter had made 

Question of Fiume Suggestions^ which he himself had taken into con- 

sideration with his colleagues. As the result of their delibera- 
tions, he had prepared a memorandum of proposals which he would now' 
invite his colleagues on the Supreme Council to examine. 

(At this point Mr. Lloyd George’s proposals were handed round 
(Appendix).^) 

His latest proposals, though based on Signor Nitti’s suggestions, had not 
yet been seen by Signor Nitti. His suggestion w^as that the proposals in his 
memorandum should be considered as presented to the conference and to 
Signor Nitti by M. Glemenceau and himself. In this connection, Mr. Lloyd 
George recalled that on the igth April, at the Council of Four, in the presence 
of President Wilson, he had informed Signor Orlando that Great Britain 
stood by the Treaty of London, and had made it clear that, if Italy insisted 
on it, Great Britain would abide by it. M. Glemenceau had taken the same 
attitude. At the same time, he had also made it clear that, in the opinion of 
the British Government, the Treaty of London was not quite suitable to 
existing conditions. He was quite well acquainted with Signor Nitti’s diffi- 
culties, which were largely internal. The fact was that Fiume had become, 
as it were, a ffiag’ to Italian public opinion. Apart from that, it was not really 
a question of any great intrinsic importance. Nevertheless, it was very urgent 
to settle the matter. Otherwise the situation was full of peril to Italy, to the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and to Europe. He did not think the council 
could take the responsibility of allowing the present state of affairs to con- 
tinue. In this complicated question no perfect solution was possible. The 
populations of this area were so mixed as to prevent this, and the only thing 
to do was to reach some rough-and-ready solution which all parties could 
accept. Consequently, if his new proposals should prove acceptable to Italy, 
he proposed that the Council should then see the representatives of the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene State and put the proposal before them. 

M. Glemenceau asked if Signor Nitti had had an opportunity of studying 
the document. 

Signor Nitti replied that he had not. 

M. Glemenceau then proposed that, in order to give Signor Nitti time to 
study the question, it should be adjourned until n.30 on Saturday, the loth 
January. 

Paris^ January p, jg 20 , 

2 Signor Nitti had communicated these suggestions to Mr. Lloyd George in a memoran- 
dum on January 6, 1920. This memorandum is printed as document 4 in Cmd. 586. 

3 Not printed. This appendix, headed ‘Draft of suggested Joint Memorandum by 
M. Glemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George’ and dated January 9, 1920, was identical with the 
memorandum published as document 5 in Cmd. 586 except that the draft contained a 
paragraph 8, subsequently omitted, which read : ‘There must also be a discussion of the 
boundaries of Albania.’ 
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No. 64 


I.G.P. 10.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the British, 
French and Italian Governments, held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d'Orsay, 
Paris, on Saturday, January lo, igso, at ii.fyO a.m. 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister: 
SECRETARIES, Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. dc Percin. 
Italy: Signor Nitti; secretary. Signor Trombetti. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 


I. Signor Nitti handed in a note on the Adriatic question prepared in reply 
The Adriatic Question 

day (Appendix). 

(M. Mantoux read Signor Nitti’s note in French.) 


Mr. Lloyd George apologised for discussing first the last point in Signor 
Nitti’s memorandum. He wished to obtain from Signor Nitti certain infor- 
mation in regard to Albania, with special reference to the following sentence 
at the end of his memorandum: — 

‘The Italian delegation docs not doubt that this discassiou will restrain 
itself to the boundaries of Southern Albania, it having already been settled 
that to the north and the east the boundaries laid down in 1913 could bear 
no restrictions without rendering it impossible for the Albanian State to 
exist.’ 

He wished to know what were the boundaries of Albania as laid down in 
1913, and more particularly as to whether they included Scutari. It was 
necessary to avoid cutting the Serbs from the sea in the south, as had already 
been done in the north, in regard to the Jugoslavs. This would be to create 
an impossible situation. 

Signor Nitti observed that he could not see how it could be said that tlie 
maritime ports were taken from the Jugoslavs, since they would have nearly 
all the ports on the east coast of the Adriatic. In fact, it was necessary to 
observe that the frontier already possessed by these peoples would not be 
altered. 

(After some discussion a map was produced, from which it was apparent 
that Scutari was included in Albania.) 


Mr. Lloyd George said that he could not accept that Albania should have 
Scutari. (M. Glemenceau said this was impossible.) This was not a question 
solely for the decision of the council. It was also a question of inducing the 
Jugoslavs to accept. It was true that it might be possible to force a decision 
upon the Jugoslavs, but it would only result in their becoming sulky and 
troublesome. The council ought to find a solution which the Jugoslavs also 
could accept. If Italy got the Groats opposed to her as regards Fiume in the 
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north, and the Serbians opposed to her in the south on the question of 
Albania, there would be bound to be trouble. The Serb-Croat-Slovene State 
would appeal to the United States of America, and afterwards to Russia, and 
there would be an infernal situation. 

Signor Nitti said it was necessary to remember that his own situation was 
difficult, and that of Italy very difficult. Under the proposals in the memo- 
randum of the previous day Italy was practically abandoning eveiy-thing that 
had been granted to her by the Treaty of London, and getting nothing in 
exchange. The questions in regard to the corridor to ensure contiguity 
between Fiume and Italy were not so much territorial as moral, for Italy, 
since Fiume did not form a part of Italy, 

(Mr. Lloyd George observed that the question might perhaps be better 

described as political than moral.) 

Fiume being a moral question, Italy must retain something for herself. 
Under the treaty as now proposed, nearly the whole of the eastern coast of 
the Adriatic would be attributed to the Jugoslavs, who would not lose a single 
port on that coast. The question of Albania was a very complicated one. 
Besides the Albanians there were Greeks and Serbians in constant conflict. 
The mandate exercised by Italy in Albania involved the maintenance of the 
Italian troops in Albania, and cost an enormous amount of money; more, 
indeed, than two billion lire. Once the question was settled, this garrison 
would be materially reduced. Scutari was the only town of importance in 
Albania. If it was attributed to the Jugoslavs there would certainly be a 
rising in Albania. If he desired to make trouble for the Jugoslavs he would 
give them Scutari, but that was not his thought. Before giving his reply he 
would like to study the question with his experts and to give an answer on the 
following day. In the meantime he would like to continue the discussion of 
other points in the memorandum. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he would not discuss whether the question of 
Fiume was a moral or a political one. He would remind Signor Nitti, how- 
ever, that the council were not giving anything to the Jugoslavs, since the 
whole of that coast was overwhelmingly Jugoslav in character. The Jugoslav 
preponderance in the population was something like 15 or 20 to i. It was 
true that there were certain Italian settlements, but the bulk of the popula- 
tion was overwhelmingly Jugoslav. As regards Scutari, article 7 of the 
Treaty of London provided that Scutari would be Albanian, and that there 
would be set up an Albanian State. But if France, Great Britain, and Russia 
desired it, the northern part of Albania, which would include Scutari, could 
be attributed to Serbia. Now we were tearing to pieces the Treaty of London. 
It was proposed to deprive Serbia of Scutari, and to deprive the Jugoslavs of 
Fiume. It was impossible to do this. It would create very great difficulties, 
and such a solution could not succeed. M. Clemenceau as well as he himself 
ardently desired to overcome the difficulties of Signor Nitti. They realized 
that they were not difficulties of Signor Nitti^s own creation, and that they 
had developed before he came into oflSlce, and they were doing their best to 
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meet them. Signor Nitli, however, must not create difficulties by getting the 
opposition of the whole of the Slav races with the United States of America 
behind tliem. 

Signor Nitti took note of what Mr. Lloyd (Jeorge had said, and assured 
him of his goodwill. In Italy he himself was accused of abandoning every- 
thing, and, though this was a great exaggeration, he was nevertheless taking 
a very moderate view. If he renounced so much, some compensation was 
necessary, particularly in regard to the safety of Italy in the Adriatic. The 
question of Albania was a very difficult one, as it was a wretched country, 
full of miseiy, without any future. To have to look after it was a bad business 
for Italy, whose sole interest was that, if some other State held it, it constituted 
a menace. The maintenance of order in Albania was no easy task for Italy 
to undertake. Public ojrinion in Albania at the pr(’;sent time was very excited, 
and there was much trouble between the Allianians, the Circcks and the 
Serbs. The Serbs knew quite well that Italy, in Southern Albania, had made 
concessions to the Greeks, and it might be possible to make concessions to the 
Serbs also. He had not known that the qu(\stion would be raised to-day in 
these express terms, and without further study he was not clear as to what 
would be the consequences of what Mr. Lloyd George had suggested. The 
question was mainly an internal one for Italy, and was very troublesome. 
Italy had her Bolshevik danger both from tlie Right side and from the White 
[sic\ side, to say nothing of the Socialists. Tlciu-.e it was vciy necessary for him 
to have a solution before he met the Ghainber, and that that solution should 
be one which he could conscientiously defend. Under the present proposals 
Fiumc would remain what it had been, namely, a sort of separate body. Its 
future would be that of a great port for the Jugoslav territoiy, but the Jugo- 
slavs would also keep all the ports along the coast. He would like to discuss 
the question to-morrow, and he wished his colleagues to be assured that 
towards the Jugoslavs his intentions were botli moderate and friendly. 

M. Glemenceau said that according as Signor Nitti accepted or not what 
had been proposed as regards Scutari, he himself would be inclined to make 
concessions as regards Fiumc. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he shared this view. 

Signor Nitti asked whether the proposal was to give the Serbs Scutari 
only, or some territory round Scutari, Wliat was the expectation of the 
Jugoslavs? He asked whether the council was in agreement as regards other 
points in the Italian memorandum? 

(At this point there was some consultation on a map.) 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the object of the Jugoslavs, he thought, was 
to have an outlet to the sea in the neighbourhood of Scutari for their com- 
merce, which consisted largely of pigs. 

Mr. Leeper said he understood that the idea of the Jugoslavs was to 
canalise the River Bojana and to make a railway. 

M. Glemenceau said that he was not in a position to reply to Signor Nitti’s 
question, but he would give him a reply at the next meeting. 

(The meeting was then adjourned until immediately after the signature 
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of the protocol,^ which had been arranged to take place at 4 p.m. that 
afternoon.) 

Paris^ January 10^ 1920. 


Appendix to No. 64 

Memorandum handed in to the Supreme Council by Signor yUti 
on January lOy 1920^ 

The Italian Government have seen with the greatest satisfaction that the British 
and French Governments, in recognizing the efforts and sacrifices borne by Italy, 
which have rendered possible the constitution of the new- States which have arisen 
after the crush [? crash] of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, have also confirmed the 
rights which Italy is entitled to in virtue of the Treaty of London of the 26th April, 
1915. On its part the Italian Government wishes to pursue the exchange of \news 
happily undertaken, in order to promptly reach an amicable transaction on the 
Adriatic question, and it begs to submit the following considerations to the Allied 
Governments : — 


I 

The proposal of a settlement of the Adriatic question which the British and 
French Governments have submitted to the Italian Government on the 9th instant 
takes no account of the Italian delegation’s demand to obtain the territorial 
continuity between the corpus separatum of Fiume and the territory of the Kingdom. 
This demand was based, however, on real necessities, upon which the Italian dele- 
gation wishes again to draw the most serious attention of the Allied Governments. 

These necessities are principally in relation with the state of the feeling in 
Fiume, as well as with the state of the Italian public opinion. It is to be feared that 
the Italian Government might be unable to ensure the acceptance of a transactional 
solution which involves such heavy sacrifices in regard to the stipulations of the 
Treaty of London, if the Italian public opinion and the inhabitants of Fiume did 
not receive the satisfaction which they expect, with the territorial continuity. It 
is purely moral satisfaction, and it is out of the question that the narrow corridor in 
question could represent a menace of any sort to the free town of Fiume. 

The corpus separatum, with the town of Fiume, being surrounded on all sides 
by Slav populations, find themselves in the necessity of demanding a point of con- 
tact with Italy, all the more so as the eastern boundary of the town of Fiume is in 
direct contact with Sussak, which is almost completely Slav. 

In order to avoid practical inconveniences such as customs, &c., which have 
been opposed to the Italian proposal, the Italian delegation suggests that the strip 

^ The protocol recording Germany’s unfulfilled oligations under the armistice conven- 
tions and supplementary agreements; this protocol was signed immediately before the 
proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles (cf. No. 53, minute 2). 

^ Document 6 in Cmd. 586 is headed ‘Italian Memorandum of January 10, 1920’. This 
document is, however, dated at foot ‘Paris, le 3 janvier 1920’, and is in fact an Italian 
memorandum of that date replying to the joint American, British and French memorandum 
of December 9, 1919 (see No. 56, minute i and note 4). Hence it appears that in Cmd. 586 
the Italian memoranda of January 3 and January 10 were confused. The veritable Italian 
memorandum of January 10, 1920, is now here printed. 
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of territory bctw(‘<ui the sea and the railway should he allotted to the corpus separa^ 
turn of Fiiirnc \inlil a point within half a kilonulre of tlu‘ village of Volosca, It is 
well understood that the railway shall remain outside of this strip of territory. The 
length of this strip is 5I kiloin. Its widest part is 700 metres; its narrowest, 200 
metres. Its medium breadth is jjbo metres. Its surlaee is of about 200 hectares. 

It would be superfluous to ]>rove how' such a small fragnumt of shore could never 
c'onstitute a menace for the l‘h'ee State of Fiume. 

Naturally this solution involves the allotment to Italy of ilut villages of Volosca 
and Abbazia, with barely 6,000 inhabitants. 

The Italian Government insists very seriously on llu' Allies taking in favourable 
consideration this modification of their proposal, and a clost^ examination of this 
modification will show that it is of secondary iini)orlan<‘(‘. 

But in case the Allies could absolutely not agree to the- abov<' saiti point of view, 
the Italian delegation submits another propo.sal to thiur aj>pr(>bation. 

Paragraph 2 of the memorandum of the loth Se.pt<uuber, containing 

‘proposals submitted by Messrs. Cficmenceaii and Idoyd George to President 
Wilson’ runs as follows; — 

‘2. For Fiume two .solutions are suggested. First solution: 'Fhe city and 
district of Fiume {corpus separatum) shall b<^ placed undiu’ tlu‘ sovei'cignty of 
Italy. In this hypothesis, there will be no indepcuidiuit Stati^ of h’iume. Jugo- 
slavia will receive all the territories comprised in this Static according to llie line 
of President Wilson (including the island of Gherso and c:x(‘-<^j)ting only Albona). 

‘On the other hand, all the territories in (pu'stion that vvxiuld have formed 
part of the independent State will be demilitarized pcunuincnlly, 

‘Still in the same hypothesis, the port of Fiume will be handed over with all 
facilities for its development, as well as for that of tlu'j railways terminating 
there, to the League of Nations, which will make such arrangements a.s it may 
see fit, for the country for which this port is the outlet, as well a.s for th(^ city of 
Fiume itself.’ 

This solution proposed by Messrs. Clemcnceau and Lloyd Gix)rge, which, on 
the other hand, Ixad been prepared in accordance with Signor Tittoni, the Italian 
Government takes up again for its own account. 

The Italian Government asks, furthermore, for a rectification of the frontier 
in view of suppressing the salient of Senosecchia, as it cannot bi' admitted from the 
military point of view, seeing that it approaches the frontier to le.ss than 20 kilom. 
from Trieste. 


2 

The statute of the town and district of Fiume which was in force under the 
Hungarian regime had been approved by the Hungarian Government in 1874 in a 
temporary way, and more exactly, until the moment in which the relations between 
the corpus separatum and the State would not [sic] be definitely settled ))y a special law. 
There was no question, therefore, of a traditional and perpetual constitution of the 
corpus separatum, but rather of an application (which was not completely sufiicient) 
of the general guarantee recognised by Maria Theresa in 1879^ and confirmed by 
later Hungarian laws. 

Not being Fiume now^ a part of the Kingdom of Hungary, but of the free State 

3 See Vol. IV of this series. 

♦ In error for 1 779. 

5 This should apparently read: ‘Fiume not now being’ etc. 

790 



(in which the Slavs form the majority of the population), it must needs obtain now 
some new guarantees in accordance with its new situation, in order to safeguard 
its nationality, which once already had been safeguarded from the Croats- 

It is e\ddent that ail that part of the statute concerning the relations of the to'wn 
with the Hungarian Government must be radically changed- How’-ever, it must 
be avoided that foreign elements introduce themselves amongst the population of 
Fiume, by means of the public functions which they might be called to exercise 
there. This, of course, did not happen under the old regime, because it was not in 
the Hungarians’ interest to change the ethnical character of the population, whilst 
the Slavs, on the other hand, have every interest to obtain it. 

The statute must recognise the right to use Italian as the ofEcial language in 
administrative and juridical acts as well as in the schools. 

Italian University and High Schools’ diplomas must be admitted for the teaching 
in the schools of Fiume. 

Fiume will have a special police corps. We do not think that one can seriously 
object to these modifications or such others as might be reached by common agree- 
ment. These could of course be completed by the guarantee of the Government of 
the League of Nations, but the latter cannot substitute them. Such a Government 
would have to be composed, as had been already admitted by the President of the 
United States at the time of the discussion on the constitution of the free State, by 
two Italian members, one Jugoslav representative, one inhabitant of Fiume and 
one member belonging to a free State comprised in the League of Nations. 

3 

As regards the Island of Cherso, the Italian Government wishes to point out 
that together with Lussin it forms an indispensable element of the defence of Pola. 
Furthermore, article 4 of the Treaty of London allots the Island of Cherso expressly 
to Italy. 

This allotment is not only confirmed in the annexed note but in the text of the 
article itself, which shows how much importance the signatories of that treaty laid 
on the Island of Cherso. 


5 ^ 

In the first place, the Italian Government wishes to declare that no plan of 
absolute domination in the Adriatic has ever entered its thoughts. Italy’s demands 
are only based on the consideration of its legitimate defence. 

Therefore, the starting point of all settlement of the Adriatic question must 
consist in the fact of the great diversity which exists, from the military aspect, 
between the eastern and the western coast of this sea. The former is abundantly 
provided with all kinds of naval bases. The latter completely lacks them. 

Now, the settlement that the Allies have submitted to the Italian delegation 
would improve the strategical situation only in the high Adriatic, with the sub- 
stitution of Pola to Venice, but in the central and southern Adriatic the situation 
would remain as dangerous as before the war, for the possession of Valona, which 
forms a good point for guarding the entrance of the Adriatic, will never be of any 
aid for the defence of the Italian coast. 

The control of the Adriatic will virtually belong to the State which holds Cattaro 
and Sebenico. It is proved by the study of technicians that an enemy fleet, issuing 

6 The numbering corresponds to that of the joint memorandum of January 9, 1919 (cf. 
No. 63, note 3). 
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from Sebcnico, can easily come and bombard a town on the Italian coast opposite 
and return to its base, before the Italian fleet at Venice or Pola could «irrive in time 
to intervene, even in the ease that it had received the warning at the same time of 
departure of the enemy fleet. 

In regard to the islands of the Adriatic, it is to be noted in a general way that 
from the military point of view, they must be only considered in strict connection 
with tlie coast to which they belong. 

Now, the neutralisation of the islands and not of tlu^ coast would be of no 
practical advantage. 'Fhese islands, in fact, situated as llu^y arc in front of a very 
cut-out coast, richly provided with excellent arichoragt\s, would never serve as a 
base for any oflensive organisation, but serve very W(‘U instead to cover and mask 
the organisation of tlic coast. In consideration of this, i( is cvicUmt that, far from 
preventing this function of the islands, the proposed neutralisation might result of 
a nature to favour it. 

It is therefore very evident that the Italian (lovenuncnl is induc<^d to insist that 
the principle of neutralisation, confirmed by the 'Treaty of London, which has 
purely defensive aims, should b(‘ extended to the whole oftlu' <‘astern coast of the 
Adriatic, from the Tree State of Fiumc to tlic mouth of thc^ Voyussa (with the 
exception of Ragusa and Gravosa) . 

The strategical reasons whicli, besides the ethnological and (economical ones, 
had induced Italy to demand and to obtain by the 'Trceaty of London the allotment 
of a part of Dalmatia would thus have partial satisfaction in tlue neutralisation of 
this coast. 

The Allies’ memorandum proposes in No. 8 that tliero should be a discussion 
about the boundaries of Albania, nie Italian delegation eUx^s not doubt that this 
discussion will restrain itself to the boundaries of Soutlunm Albania, it having 
already been settled that to the north and to the east the botmdarics laid down in 
1913 could bear no restrictions without rendering it imi>ossil)le for the Albanian 
State to exist. 

It seems here useful to remember that in 1913 the Albanian territories of Ipek, 
Djakova and Dibra were annexed to Serbia and Montenegro. 

Paris^ January 10, rg 20 . 


No. 65 

C-M. I .] J{otes of a Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs^ held at the Quai 
UOrsay^ Paris^ on Saturday^ January 10^ 1920^ at noon^ 

Present: US.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

British Empire: Lord Curzon. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M, de Saint-Quentin. 
Italy: M. Scialoja. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U,S.A,: Captain Winlhi'op. Great Britain: Captain 
Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

* This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States : The 
Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. ix, p. 955 f. 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned. 

Great Britain : Mr. Norman. 

France: M. Sergent, Gen. Desticker, M. de Fleuriau, M. Hermitte, 
M. Serruys. 

Italy: Gen. Cavallero, M. Manciolli. 

Japan: Sawada. 

1. The Council had before it a report of January 7, 1920 by the Military 

representatives at Versailles upon modifications to the 
Conditwns of Pee^e^ militaiy" clauses of the Hungarian Peace Treaty requested 

limitary altises^^ Gzecho-Slovak and the Jugo-Slav Delegations. 

(Appendix A), 

General Cavallero read and commented upon the military- repre- 
sentatives’ reports as w^ell as a draft reply to those delegations prepared by 
the military representatives. 

After a short discussion, 

It was decided: 

to communicate to the Czecho-Slovak and to the Yugo-Siav Delegations 
in accordance with the recommendation of the military representatives at 
Versailles the letter, the draft of which appears in Appendix A.^ 

2. The Council had before it a report of the Commission on Roumanian and 

Jugo-Slav Affairs, dated January 9, 1920. (See Appendix 

Conditions of Peace ^ 

xmth Hungary, (b) Laroche said that the report which the Council had 

of^ecs^ ^ before it was drafted in agreement with the conclusions 
arrived at by those members of the Commission who were 
present at its last sitting, but it had not been approved in a special meeting 
of the Commission. 

The British Delegation, however, had promised its approval, and he 
thought that the report was also in agreement with the views of the Italian 
and American Delegations. 

M. Laroche then read and commented upon the report in question. 

M. Cambon asked what they would do if the Hungarians refused to con- 
clude with the Reparations Commission the arrangement proposed by the 
Commission. 

M. Laroche replied that they would be justified in letting the Hungarian 
Delegation know that, should the Hungarians, pending the coming into 
force of the Treaty, refuse to supply coal to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, 
they would feel obliged to authorise the Serbs to prolong their occupation 
until the Treaty came into force. 

It was decided: 

to adopt the proposals of the Commission on Roumanian and Jugo-Slav 
Affairs, made in its report of January 9, 1920, concerning the exploitation 
of the mines of Pecs and the distribution of the coal drawn from those 
mines until the coming into force of the Peace Treaty. 

^ The draft was not included in the original of this appendix. 
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Conditions of Peace 
with Hungary, (c) 
Financial sub-clauses 


3. The Council had before it a note from the Secretariat General of the 
Economic Commission, dated January 7, 1920. (Ap- 
pendix C).^ 

M. Sergent said that the Council would recall that the 
British Delegation put before it the case of Allied and 
Associated nationals who were adversely affected by measures which the 
government of Bela Kun adopted for the substitution of Hungarian ‘blue’ b<ink 
notes by Bolshevist ‘white’ notes,"* notes which, by an order of the new Hun- 
garian Government, would be accepted at only one-fifth of their value. The 
Economic Commission, to which the matter had been referred, considered 
that the losses thus borne, entered within the category of ‘exceptional war 
measures’, as defined in Article 232 of the Treaty of Peace with Hungary; 
but it thought it well to take the opinion of the Financial Commission upon 
the question. That Commission, which met that same morning, considered 
that the case was in fact covered by Section E of Pmagraph i of the Appendix 
to Article 232 and that, should those nationals have difficulties on the point, 
they could submit their case to the mixed Arbitration Tribunal provided for 
in that Appendix. Under those circumstances, it seemed [un] necessary to 
insert in the Hungarian Treaty special ad hoc provisions. 

The Financial Commission had also been informed of the modifications 


which the Serbian Delegation wished to have introduced to the regulations 
concerning the liquidation of enemy property. The Serbian request had 
been already the subject of a report by the Economic Commission.® The 
Financial Commission would be unable to consider that subject until its 
meeting on the following Monday.® 

3 Not printed. This note (i) considered the question of Hungarian banknotes, as indi- 
cated below by M. Sergent; (ii) reported that ‘the Economic Commission has examined, 
in detail, the different British notes [not printed], relative to the liquidation carried out, 
up to the present, by the Roumanians, in the territories which are to be transferred to them, 
in execution of the Peace Treaty; as well as the report presented on this question by the 
Drafting Committee. 

‘The Economic Commission is in full accord with the Drafting Committee in esteeming 
that the Roumanian Government has no right to take such measures on her territories, as 
long as the Treaties which confer them on Roumania have not come into force. 

‘On the other hand, the Economic Commission esteems that, after the coming into force 
of the said Treaties, Roumania may, under reserve of the clauses relating to nationalities, 
and of the Convention relating to the protection of minorities, apply, on the territories 
which she will have acquired, such legislation as she may institute concerning the situation 
of foreigners. 

Tn the course of its debates, and even before taking up the elaboration of the clauses 
concerning the situation of Allied and Associated nationals in enemy territory, the Economic 
Commission had admitted the principle of the complete liberty of each Allied and Associated 
Power, in the matter of the establishment of foreigners, under the following form: “Each of 
the Allied and Associated Powers shall keep its full freedom of action in the regulation of the 
conditions under which former enemy foreigners may establish themselves on its territories, 
colonies, or Dominions.” 

‘It is to be remarked, however, that the above advices, formulated by the Economic 
Commission, were expressed in the absence of the British and American Delegates, to whom 
a copy of this text has been sent.’ + Cf. No. 41, note 7. 

s See No. 48, appendix H. ^ January 12, 1920. 
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The Commission was confronted further by a much more delicate probl em . 
The Serbian Delegation asked that in the preparation of the Hungarian 
Treaty, account be t^en of the fact that Croatia was not an integral part of 
Hungary but a distinct State, united to Hungary under the Crown of 
St. Stephen. From that circumstance the Serbian Delegation made a series 
of deductions which had important consequences from the financial point of 
view. Between Hunga^ and Croatia there existed, the Serbians maintained, 
a financial understanding, just as one existed between the Austrian Empire 
and the Hungarian Kingdom; this last understanding had been taken into 
account in determining, for example, what part of the Austro-Hungarian 
debt would have to be met by Austria and what part by Hungary. Account 
ought therefore to be taken of the Hungarian underst an di n g in settling the 
allocation of enemy liabilities and assets. They had carefully examined the 
documents supplied them, as indeed it deserved careful examination. They 
were of opinion, nevertheless, that they were not competent to decide 
whether, from the legal point of view, the Serbian proposition was just. On 
that point they would like to consult the legal advisers, all the more so, since 
the decision which would be taken might affect other parts of the Treaty. 
The question was certainly pregnant with consequences, not on account of 
the significance of the amount involved, for that indeed was very slight, but 
from the point of view of Croatian pride. The Serbian Delegation maintained 
that the Groats had always claimed that there was an independent Kingdom 
of Croatia; they could hardly then admit that the Treaty of Peace pro- 
claimed that there was not. 

M. Gambon said that the question would be adjourned until Tuesday.'^ 

It was decided: 

that there was no reason for inserting in the treaty of peace with 
Hungary a special clause concerning the losses sustained by Allied and 
Associated nationals through the substitution by the Government of Bela 
Kun of Bolshevist ‘white’ notes for the Hungarian ‘blue’ notes in circula- 
tion, and by the decision of the new Hungarian Government to accept 
those ‘white’ notes in payment at only one-fifth of their value. Compen- 
sation for the losses that Allied and Associated nationals might have 
sustained thereby was ensured by Article 232 of the Hungarian Treaty, 

4. Lord Gurzon stated that, in company with M. de Fleuriau, he had seen 
M. Bourgeois on the preceding day, with the object of 
First meeting of the deciding with him the date of the first meeting of the 
Council of the League of Nations. They had agreed 
“ “ upon the i6th of January at half past ten. The agenda 

would be limited to the nomination of the Commission of the delimitation 
of the Saar. M. Bourgeois would give a short address and he would himself 
make some remarks. It was further M. Bourgeois’ intention that on the eve 
of the first meeting the representatives of the various Powers who were to sit 
on the Council, should meet at his house to decide upon the procedure to be 
followed. 

7 January 13, 1920. 
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Mr. Wallace said that if the Council ratified that decision, he would 
cable it to his Government. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations would be 

held at 10.30 a.m. on the 16th of January, 1920 at the Quai d’Orsay ; 

(2) that Mr. Wallace would inform his Government of the date fixed upon 

in order that the President of the United States might issue the 
official convocation. 

5. Lord Gurzon said that Mr. Lloyd George had just raised the serious 
question of South Russia and the Caucasus, (h.d. 125).^ The 
Caufasus Bolshevist victories had given rise to a grave military danger. 

The Versailles Council would take up that matter, but the 
problem had also a political aspect which he would like to put before the 
Council. The following were the considerations he had proposed to submit 
to the Heads of Governments : 

There were three States in the Caucasus: Georgia, Azerbaijan and Ar- 
menia. The fate of Armenia would be decided by the Peace Conference 
when it made its decision upon the Turkish problem. There remained, then, 
Georgia and Azerbaijan whose independence for the last year and a half had 
been most precarious. These countries were exposed to a threefold danger: 
in the first place they lived in dread of the conquered army of Denikin which 
might perhaps come down upon them from the North; on the other hand, 
they were exposed to the Bolshevist peril, Bolshevist troops advancing upon 
them from two sides — along the Caspian and in pursuit of Denikin’s armies; 
finally, on the west and on the south there was the Turkish danger — already 
in Azerbaijan Enver Pasha^ and his brother Joury were at work. The military 
authorities would take the steps required by the situation; but, on the other 
hand, there was a political step which the British Government was very 
anxious to see taken, and from which it anticipated happy results; he meant 
the recognition of the ‘de facto’ Governments of Georgia and Azerbaijan. 
British troops had occupied those regions since the armistice and His 
Majesty’s Government had thus had, more than any other, the opportunity 
of manifesting its sympathy with those States. Later, they had evacuated 
those regions except Batoum; but they had consuls at Baku, Tiflis, and else- 
where. The countries he mentioned had shown a firm desire to become real 
states. Their Governments were socialist but decidedly anti-Bolshevist. 
They were living in dread of a Bolshevist invasion, at once political and 
military. They turned, therefore, towards Europe as suppliants. They asked 
the Allies to accord their support; to recognise their ‘de facto’ Governments 
would be equivalent to according them support. That was how they had 
acted towards the Baltic States. 

® No. 54 (minute 3). 

9 Enver Pasha, the former leader of the Young Turks and Turkish Minister of War, had 
at the end of the First World War fled to Germany whence he proceeded to Azerbaijan 
by way of Russia. His activities in the Caucasus were somewhat involved but he retained his 
earlier Pan-Turanian orientation. 


796 



M. Berthelot said that he had already discussed this subject with Lord 
Curzon in. London. He had given M. Clemenceau an account of that con- 
versation and he knew that he was willing to accord that ^de facto’ recogni- 
tion subject to the reserve that the recognition of Georgia and Azerbaijan in 
no wise prejudiced the future frontiers of Armenia. 

Lord Curzon said that he agreed with him on that point. 

M. SciALOjA said that he was equally inclined to grant that 'de facto’ 
recognition on the same conditions as for the Baltic States. 

M. Matsui remarked that, on a question of that nature, he would have to 
ask for instructions from his Government. 

Mr. Wallace said that he was in the same situation. 

M. Berthelot added that the Powers who were already disposed to 
recognise those 'de facto’ Governments would take such a step together. 

It was decided: 

that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should together recog- 
nise the Governments of Georgia and Azerbaijan as ‘de facto’ Govern- 
ments, subject to the reserve that the representatives of the United States 
and Japan would request instructions from their Governments on the 
question. 

6. M. Berthelot said that he had received from M. Adatci a letter in which 
he asked to be informed of the day on which the Commission 
^Vilhelm 7F appointed to examine the question of handing over Wilhelm II 
would meet. That problem would arise immediately: they 
were awaiting British proposals. 

Lord Curzon asked whether he meant that the British Government should 
lay a special proposition before the Council. 

M. Berthelot said that he merely wished to know whether the Com- 
mission that had met the preceding day under the Presidency of the Lord 
Chancellor was to examine the question. 

Lord Curzon said he did not think so. That Commission was concerned 
only with reducing the list of criminals whose surrender was to be demanded 
from the Germans, for the reason that it would be easier to obtain the sur- 
render of 500 of these, than 1,000. 

M. SciALOjA stated that a special commission was indeed useless: the 
Treaty itself stipulated that the surrender of William II be demanded. It 
was merely a matter of finding the formula in which the demand should be 
made. The formula should be as legal as possible. The task of drafting it 
should be left to the Drafting Committee. 

M. Berthelot said that he would like simply to put the following 
question: the Peace Treaty provided for the handing over of William II to 
the Allies. Were they going to ask for it? In what form and at what moment? 

M. Cambon remarked that it would appear that it was for the President 
of the Conference to formulate that demand, it was for him therefore to 
instruct the legal experts with drafting it and consequently it would be 
sufficient for them to refer it to the Drafting Committee. 
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Article 128 of the Peace Treaty with Austria) prohibits the maintenance of 
any society having any interest, even incidental, in military questions. 

— that, in consequence, the said clause prohibits any nailitary organisation out- 
side of the Army, and renders the addition proposed unnecessary. 

(5) Concerning the 5th addition demanded, namely: 

Insertion in Article 128 (as aliena 3) of the following paragraph: ‘Hungarian 
nationals shall not take part in any military exercise or study within boundary 
territory.’ 

— that this clause would be without real value unless it were applicable to a 
frontier zone of a depth of at least 50 kilometres. 

A zone of this depth in Hungary cannot be considered on account of the 
geographical situation of the country and the extensive area which it would 
include. A less extensive zone would offer no guarantee to the boundary states. 
— that, moreover, such an interdiction would prevent Hungary from studying 
the eventual defence of her territory. 

(6) Concerning the 6th addition demanded, that is to say: 

Insertion after Article iq8 of the Peace Treaty with Hungary, of an Article, 
corresponding to Article 180 of the Treaty with Germany, which would be drawn 
up as follows: 

‘All fortified works, fortresses and field works, situated in Hungarian territory, 
at a distance of 50 kilometres from the Czecho-Slovak or Jugo-Slav frontier shall 
be disarmed and dismantled.’ 

— that the construction of any new fortification, whatever its nature or im- 
portance, is prohibited within the zone determined in alinca i of the present 
Article. 

— that no permanent modern fortified works exist at the present time in this 
zone. 

— that the servitude to be imposed upon Hungary, at the request of the Czecho- 
slovak and Jugo-Slav Delegations may be claimed, for the same reasons, b^ 
the Roumanian and Austrian Governments. 

— that there seems no justifiable reason for prohibiting Hungary to organize th( 
defence of her frontiers, 

(7) Concerning the 7th addition demanded, that is to say: 

Insertion in Article 136 (last alinea) of the following paragraph: ‘The armec 
ships of the Hungarian Danube Fleet (or of the Hungarian Danube Police) shal 
not navigate in that part of the Danube which forms the frontier, between Hun 
gary and Czecho-Slovakia, (or the Kingdom of the S.C.S.),’ 

— that it is in the interest of the boundary states to allow Hungarian Governmen 
[the] possibility of maintaining order. 

— that to this effect an intervention by the armed ships of the Hungaria: 

Danube Police, may be necessary in the frontier district itself, 

— that, besides, the Peace Treaty only grants to Hungary, the right to keep thre 
scouting launches, for the Danube Police Service. 

Consequents^ the Military Representatives esteem : 

That there is no reason to take into consideration the demands presented by th 
Czecho-Slovak and Jugo-Slav Delegations, and that consequently it is not ac 
visable to make any modification in the military clauses approved by the Supreir 
Council on August 20th. 
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Reservation of the American Military Representative. 

Colonel T. Bentley Mott, as Representative of the United States of America, 
specified that he is not qualified to take any decisions in the namf. of the American 

Peace Delegation, or to make any agreement in the name of his Government 

although he will take part in the debate, and give his opinion concerning the 
military questions which might be raised. 

Colonel Mott called attention to the fact that, when Mr. Polk left Paris the 
Treaty with Hungary was complete and ready to be presented to the Hungarians, 
and Mr. Polk signed the Treaty, in the name of the United States. That is why 
any modifications in this Treaty should be submitted to Washington, because 
nobody in Paris at present is authorised to accept and sign, in the name of the 
United States, any modifications which may be made. 

The French The British The Italian The American 

Mil. Rep. Mil. Rep. Mil. Rep. Mil. Rep. 

Destigker Sagkville-West Gavallero Bentley Mott 

The Japanese 
Mil. Rep. 

Watanahi. 
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Report addressed to the Supreme Council by the Commission on Roumanian and Tugo- 

Slav Affairs 


PARIS, January g, igso. 

I. Provision of the Treaty covering the exploitation of the Pecs Mines 
During its Session of December 5, 1919, the Supreme Council, upon a proposal 
submitted by the Commission on Roumanian and Yugo-Slav Affairs and the 
Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission, decided*^ to add to 
Paragraph i, Annex 5, Section [I], Part VIII of the Treaty with Hungary, the 
following phrase: 

‘Hungary grants, furthermore, to the Allied and Associated Powers, as partial 
reparation, an option on the annual delivery, for a period of five years to follow 
the entry into force of the Treaty, of an amount of traction coal to be taken from 
the Pecs Mines. This amount will be periodically fixed by the Reparations Com- 
mission and will be disposed of in favour of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, under 
conditions to be established by the Reparations Commission.’ 


II. Demand of the Serh-Croat-Slovene Delegation 
In a Note dated December 22, 1919, the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation re- 
quested that the Paragraph above referred to be completed, by stipulating: 

{a) that the amount distributed to the Serb-Groat-Slovene State by the Repara- 
tions Commission be not less than 60% of the total production; 

{b) that special organizations, appointed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom, 
be entrusted with the execution of the decisions of the Reparations Com- 
mission ; 

** See No. 36, minute 6. 
ll 3 F 801 



M. Matsui said that M. Adatci’s question had been called by a sentence 
of Mr. Lloyd George uttered on the previous day. He had understood that 
the Commission over which the Lord Chancellor presided would also deal 
with the question of the surrender of William II. They were not interested 
in the handing over of criminals but only in the surrender of William II. 

It was decided : 

to ask the Drafting Committee to submit to the Council at its next 
meeting a draft note asking the Dutch Government to hand over the ex- 
German Emperor. 

The meeting then adjourned. 


Appendix A to No. 65 

Report concerning the Modifications to the Military Clauses of the Peace Treaty with 
Hungary requested hy the Czechoslovak and JugoSlav Delegations, 

Superior War Council 
Military Representatives. 

PARIS, January 7, igso. 

The Gzecho-Slovak and Jugo-Slav Delegations, by r(\si)cctivo l(^tt(;rs dated 
December 20, 1919, and December 27, 1919, requested the Supreme Council to 
authorise a certain number of additions to the Military CHauscts of the Peace 
Treaty with Hungary (Clauses adopted by the Suj)rcni(^ CouikuI during the 
Session of August 20, ig 19).^^ 

After having conHrmed that the two requests were identical in their draft, and 
after examination of the said requests, 

The Military Representatives decided: 

(i) Concerning the first addition demanded: namely insertion in Article 120 
of the Peace Treaty with Austria (as alinea 2) : ‘I’he military forces of Hungary 
shall be limited to two divisions of infantry and one division of cavalry.’ 

— that the total strength of the Hungarian forces authorized (35,000 men) and 
the limit of the maximum and minimum strength of cacdi full unit, as im- 
posed by the Military Clauses of the Treaty {Table 4), prohilnt Hungary 
from mobilising more than three divisions of infantry and one division of 
cavalry, of minimum strength; 

that Hungary’s obligation to group her forces in two divisions of infantry and 
one division of cavalry, whose strength might be more imf>ortant3 would not 
constitute a decrease in her military power; 

and that, consequendy, it will be unnecessary to change the method of limi- 
tation as applied to Austria and Bulgaria. “ 

See Vol. I, No. 38, minute 5. 

Note in original: The French Military Representative esteems that it would be 
advisable to clearly specify that Hungary is forbidden to organize the military forces 
accorded her by the Peace Treaty, into Mixed Brigades, as such organizations arc 
particularly adaptable to rapid mobilization by transferring the Mixed Brigades into as 
many Infantry Divisions.* 


798 



(2) Concerning the second addition demanded, namely: 

Insertion in Article I2Q (as alinea 2) of the following paragraph: 

‘The Hungarian General Staff and all other military formations will be dis- 
solved and may not be reconstituted in any form.’ (Similar to Article 160 of the 
Treaty with Germany) ; 

— that Article 105 of the Military Glauses (corresponding with Article 12 1 of the 
Peace Treaty with Austria) prohibits any organization involving ‘the com- 
manding of troops or preparation for war’, other than those prescribed in the 
annexed Tables; 

— that these Tables indicate no Staff or organ superior to the Infantry Division 
or Cavalry Division Staffs; 

— that the maintenance of the Hungarian General Staff or even of any Staff of 
a Corps d’Armee or the grouping of the Divisions is clearly prohibited. 

(3) Concerning the third addition demanded, namely: 

Insertion in Article 120 (as the last two alineas) of the following paragraphs: 
‘The Hungarian troops are to be quartered on the territory in their Peace garri- 
sons and are not to be assembled in proximity to the frontiers.’ ‘During a period 
of five years after the entry into force of the present Treaty, no Magyar garrisons 
are to be installed within a distance of 10 kilometres from the Gzecho-Slovak and 
Jugo-Slav frontiers; and that, within a zone 50 kilometres deep from the Czecho- 
slovak and Jugo-Slav frontiers no concentration of more than one quarter of the 
Hungarian forces will be allowed’. 

— that Article 104, last alinea, (corresponding with 120 of the Peace Treaty with 
Austria) stipulates that: ‘the Hungarian army is to be exclusively employed 
in the maintenance of order throughout the territory, and in the police of the 
frontiers.’ 

— that it is to the interest of the boundary states that the Hungarian Government 
be in a position to maintain order; 

— that, for this purpose, military intervention may be necessary within 10 kilo- 
metres from the frontier; 

— that the greater part of the Hungarian cities (inclusive of the capital) are 
located within 50 kilometres from the frontier and that the maintenance of 
order in these important centres may necessitate the concentration of more 
than one quarter of the Hungarian forces, that is, 9,000 men; 

— that the servitude imposed on Hungary in favour of the Czecho-Slovak and 
Jugo-Slav States should be imposed under the same conditions in favour of 
the Roumanian and Austrian States, which in view of the relatively small 
extent of the Hungarian State, would render any movement of Hungarian 
troops almost impossible. 

(4) Concerning the 4th addition demanded, namely: 

‘Insertion in Article 128 (as alinea 2) of the following paragraph: ‘No military 
organisation outside of the army (Preparation Societies, Police forces. Local 
Guards, etc.) will be allowed.’ 

— that the Peace 1 Veaty authorizes Hungary to maintain police forces, on the 
condition that they do not exceed the strength for similar service in 1913, 
within the boundaries of Hungary such as they are determined by the Peace 
Treaty. 

—that Article H2 of the Military Clauses with Hungary (corresponding with 
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Article 128 of the Peace Treaty with Austria) prohibits the maintenance of 
any society having any interest, even incidental, in military questions. 

— that, in consequence, the said clause prohibits any military organisation out- 
side of the Army, and renders the addition proposed unnecessary. 

(5) Concerning the 5th addition demanded, namely: 

Insertion in Article 128 (as aliena 3) of the following paragraph: 'Hungarian 
nationals shall not take part in any military exercise or study within boundary 
territory.’ 

— that this clause would be without real value unless it were applicable to a 
frontier zone of a depth of at least 50 kilometres. 

A zone of this depth in Hungary cannot be considered on account of the 
geographical situation of the country and the extensive area which it would 
include. A less extensive zone would oiffer no guarantee to the l)oundary states. 
— that, moreover, such an interdiction would prevent Hungary from studying 
the eventual defence of her territory. 

(6) Concerning the 6th addition demanded, that is to say: 

Insertion after Article 128 of the Peace Treaty with Hungary, of an Article, 
corresponding to Article 180 of the Treaty with Germany, which would be drawn 
up as follows : 

‘All fortified works, fortresses and field works, situated in Hungarian territory, 
at a distance of 50 kilometres from the Czecho-Slovak or Jugo-Slav frontier shall 
be disarmed and dismantled.’ 

— that the construction of any new fortification, whatever its nature or im- 
portance, is prohibited within the zone determined in alinca i of the present 
Article. 

— that no permanent modern fortified works exist at the present time in this 
zone. 

— that the servitude to be imposed upon Hungary, at the request of the Czecho- 
slovak and Jugo-Slav Delegations may be claimed, for the same reasons, by 
the Roumanian and Austrian Governments. 

— that there seems no justifiable reason for prohibiting Hungary to organize the 
defence of her frontiers. 

(7) Concerning the 7th addition demanded, that is to say: 

Insertion in Article 136 (last alinea) of the following paragraph: ‘The armed 
ships of the Hungarian Danube Fleet (or of the Hungarian Danube Police) shall 
not navigate in that part of the Danube which forms the frontier, between Hun- 
gary and Czecho-Slovakia, (or the Kingdom of the S.C.S.).’ 

— that it is in the interest of the boundary states to allow Hungarian Government 
[the] possibility of maintaining order. 

— that to this effect an intervention by the armed ships of the Hungarian 
Danube Police, may be necessary in the frontier district itself. 

— that, besides, the Peace Treaty only grants to Hungary, the right to keep three 
scouting launches, for the Danube Police Service. 

Consequently y the Military Representatives esteem : 

That there is no reason to take into consideration the demands presented by the 
Czecho-Slovak and Jugo-Slav Delegations, and that consequently it is not ad- 
visable to make any modification in the military clauses approved by the Supreme 
Council on August 20th. 
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Reservation of the American Military Representative. 

Colonel T. Bentley Mott, as Representative of the United States of America, 
specified that he is not (Qualified to take any decisions in the name of the American 
Peace Delegation, or to make any agreement in the name of his Government— 
although he will take part in the debate, and give his opinion concerning the 
military questions which might be raised. 

Colonel Mott called attention to the fact that, when Mr. Polk left Paris, the 
Treaty with Hungary was complete and ready to be presented to the Hungarians, 
and Mr. Polk signed the Treaty, in the name of the United States. That is why 
any modifications in this Treaty should be submitted to Washington, because 
nobody in Paris at present is authorised to accept and sign, in the name of the 
United States, any modifications which may be made. 

The French The British The Italian The American 

Mil. Rep. Mil. Rep. Mil. Rep. Mil. Rep. 

Destigker Sackville-West Cavallero Bentley Mott 

The Japanese 
Mil. Rep. 

Watanahi. 
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Report addressed to the Supreme Council by the Commission on Roumanian and Tugo-^ 

Slav Affairs 

PARIS, January p, rgso. 

1 . Provision of the Treaty covering the exploitation of the Pecs Mines 


During its Session of December 5, 1919, the Supreme Council, upon a proposal 
submitted by the Commission on Roumanian and Yugo-Slav Affairs and the 
Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission, decided^ ^ to add to 


Paragraph i, Annex 5, Section [I], Part VIII of the Treaty with Hungary, the 
following phrase : 


‘Hungary grants, furthermore, to the Allied and Associated Powers, as partial 
reparation, an option on the annual delivery, for a period of five years to follow 
the entry into force of the Treaty, of an amount of traction coal to be taken from 


the Pecs Mines. This amount will be periodically fixed by the Reparations Com- 
mission and will be disposed of in favour of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, under 


conditions to be established by the Reparations Commission.’ 


II. Demand of the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation 
In a Note dated December 22, 1919, the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation re- 
quested that the Paragraph above referred to be completed, by stipulating: 

{a) that the amount distributed to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State by the Repara- 
tions Commission be not less than 60% of the total production; 

( 4 ) that special organizations, appointed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom, 
be entrusted with the execution of the decisions of the Reparations Com- 
mission; 
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(c) that, until the entry into force of the Peace Treaty, the exploitation of the 
Pecs Mines remain under the control of the military authorities of the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom. 

III. Opitiion of the Commission 

The Commission on Roumanian and Yugo-Slav Affairs, after Iiaving heard the 
experts on reparations and coal matters, esteems that tlit^ two first ]>roi)osals of 
the S-C-S Delegation would infringe on the prerogatives of the Reparations Com- 
mission, and would interfere with its action which, to be effective;, must Idc freely 
exercised. Concerning the third proposal, tending to eflect th(; insertion of a 
stipulation in the Treaty, establishing a rc^gime before the <;ntry into force of the 
same Treaty, the Commission is of the opinion that it is inadmissible, and is in 
favour of a rejection of the S-C-S demand. 

However the Commission fears that in the al)scnc(! of formal engagements 
Hungary may refuse to supply the Scrb-Choat-Slovene State with any coal from 
the Pecs Mines, before the entry into force of the 'JVealy, and that the S-(kS State, 
in order to provide against the serious inconveniences which such action would 
cause in the operation of her railways, might attempt to |)ostj)()no the evacuation 
of the mines despite the orders of the Supreme Council. 

IV. Proposals of the Commission 

Consequently the Commission has the honour to submit the following i)roposals 
to the Supreme Council: 

1. As soon as the credentials and powers of the Hungarian l)(‘i<;gation shall have 
been verified, the Reparations Commission of the 'JV(;aty of Versailles, acting as 
Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission provided for in the 
Treaty with Hungary, shall negotiate and conclude with the Himgariau Delega- 
tion an Arrangement established on the following basis : 

(^z) Hungary agrees to furnish from the present time tmtil ihc entry into force 
of the Treaty, to the Organization Committee of the Reparations Com- 
mission, a certain quantity of traction coal to be tak(;n from the Pecs 
Mines. This coal will be disposed of in favour of tlu; Serb-Ch oat-Slovene 
State, under conditions to be established by the Organization Committee 
of the Reparations Commission. 

(b) The Arrangement to be assumed by Hungary will dderminc, in percentage, 
the proportion due the S-C-S State by Hungary from the total monthly 
production of traction coal from the Pecs Mines. In determining this 
percentage, account will be taken of the average distribution, in 1913, 
of this same coal to the territories now attached to each of the two States 
by virtue of the Peace conditions. 

(z:) Payment for the coal will be effected according to compensation methods 
which will be determined by the Organization Gommiltee of the Repara- 
tions Commission. 

{d) The Arrangement will come to an end upon the entry into force of the 
Treaty. 

2. Immediately after the conclusion of the Arrangement, the Supreme Council 
will renew the injunction already addressed to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Govern- 
ment on November 7, 1919, to the effect that all Hungarian territory situated 
beyond the boundaries assigned the S-G-S State, within which territory is 
located the Pecs Mines, must be evacuated. 
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No. 66 


i.c.p. 1 1 .] Noles taken by the Secretaiy during a Meeting held in M. FichorCs 
Office at the Quai d' Or say on January lo, igso, at 4.30 p.m. 

Present: British Empire-. The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister. 

France: M. Clemenceau. 

Italy: Signor Nitti. 

Secretariat: British Empire: Sir M. Hankey. France: M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Percin. Italy: Signor Trombetti. 

MM. Pasitch, Trumbitch, Zolger and Radovitch, delegates of the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene State, were introduced. 

M. Clemenceau (addressing M. Trumbitch) said that he would ask him 
to explain to the Council the Serbian point of view regarding the question of 
the Adriatic and that of Albania. 

M. Trumbitch: I will begin by a general remark. The object at which 
we are aiming in the settlement of the Adriatic question is the establishment 
of a sure and stable basis for a lasting peace. We wish to arrive at those 
economic agreements with Italy which will constitute the best foundations 
for peace. That is the entirely peaceful object which we propose in the first 
instance to attain. 

In order to arrive at a durable agreement we are ready to make consider- 
able territorial sacrifices, involving the surrender, not only of isolated groups 
of the Slav population, but also of compact masses of our nationals. We are 
willing to sign an arrangement which would give Italy the Gulf of Trieste and 
the larger part of Istria 'svith its hinterland. 

A frontier line following the course of the Arsa would be excellent from the 
geographical and strategical point of view. It would, it is true, leave a com- 
pact mass of 400,000 Slavs within the Italian frontier. If one leaves out of 
account Gorizia, Trieste and a few coastal towns which show an Italian 
majority, the whole country between Trieste and Tarvis is entirely Slav. 
In order to ensure a lasting peace we are, nevertheless, ready to accept an 
arrangement on these lines, notwithstanding the considerable sacrifices 
which it would entail for us. 

But it is necessary that tliis numerous Slav population which would be left 
in Italy should receive guarantees enabling it to pursue its national existence 
and its economic development in any direction which it may desire. While 
being good and loyal subjects of Italy, the Slav inhabitants of these regions 
have indeed the clear right to develop in cultural and economic matters in 
conformity with their ethnical desires. 

Why do we consent to these important sacrifices? Oih reason, as I have 
said, is, in the first place, to ensure peace, but we have also another and still 
more worthy object. It is necessary that we should come to an understanding 
with Italy in order that wc may constitute, together with her, a barrier 
against the common danger which threatens us : the Germanic pressure from 
the north. The admirable resistance offered to Germanisation by the 
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Slovenes, a race which is highly developed and far advanced in civilisation 
has alone prevented the success of the German plan, which consisted in 
driving Germanic infiltration as far as Trieste and the Adriatic. But Ger- 
manism is not laying down its arms, and if it succeeded at any time in gaining 
Trieste it would no longer be cither the Italians or the Slavs who would be 
masters of the Adriatic, but the Germans. The German is a redoubtable 
enemy against whom it is to a common interest of the Slavs and the Italians 
to form a firm front in mutual agreement. A frontier between us and Italy 
passing through the Julian Alps would form an excellent bulwark against the 
German thrust. 

The chain of the Karawanken, which separates Garinthia from Caniiola, 
constitutes a powerful rampart against Germanism, which we shall succeed 
in defending, if Italy and Jugoslavia remain united against the common 
danger from the north. It is in order to attain this object, which is of such 
primary importance, that we are willing to make the considerable concession 
to Italy tliat I have mentioned. 

But after such heavy sacrifices no one can rcasonalJy demand that we 
should make any others. To go any farther would not be to serve the cause 
of our good relations with Italy, it would, on the contrary, create a constant 
danger of conflict between Italy and Jugoslavia, and sow threatening seeds 
of discord on the Adriatic coast instead of that friendship which wc dc.sirc 
to cultivate with our Italian neighbours. 

We require a good geographical frontier, and the chain of the Julian Alps 
constitutes an excellent strategical frontier between the two States. 

As regards Istria, the little River Arsa has a history which dates back to 
the Roman and Venetian periods; for eighteen ccnturic.s past it has formed 
the frontier of Istria, which has never overstepped this boundary. 'I'hat is a 
very interesting historical fact, for this river, with its canal, which gives access 
to the sea and is occasionally marshy, is the only natural frontier existing in 
Istria. 

There is another important point, it is that this river has two watersheds, 
that of Pola to the west, and that of Rieka (Fiumc) to the cast. 

The western part gravitates towards the Gulf of Trieste, and the eastern 
part towards the Gulf of Fiume. This decisive geographical consideration 
has historically always determined the establishment of the administrative 
frontier of Istria. 

The eastern and western coasts belong to two entirely separate economic 
and national watersheds. The eastern coast with its islands — with all its 
islands forms a geographical and ethnical unit; it is in .some sort the wc.stcm 
frontier of the Balkan Peninsula; it is the coast line of the whole of Jugoslavia, 
of the national Jugoslavia, the political Jugoslavia of to-day. Oirc cannot 
separate the islands from the coast; any separation of any of the iskuids would 
be unnatural and contrary to the political interests, not only of Jugo.slavia, 
but even, I believe, of Italy. 

From the ethnical point of view, on the eastern coast, near the Arsa, there 
is no Italian population, there are groups of Italians, of which the i^rincipal 
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are at Fiume and Zara; on the other hand, 25,000 Italians are scattered along 
the coast and throughout the islands. 

Seeing that there is a larger agglomeration of Italians at Fiume and Zara,- 
I am going to lay most stress upon those two towns. 

Bearing in mind the ethnical conditions, we claim the whole coast, with 
the islands, starting from the Arsa, but we are willing to discuss the status that 
may be given to Fiume and Zara, seeing that in those towns there is an 
Italian population which in Fiume, according to pre-war statistics, consti- 
tutes half of the total inhabitants, namely, 25,000 out of 50,000, and in Zara 
9,000 out of 12,000, or about three-quarters. These figures are, moreover, 
not unfavourable to the Italians, because the statistics were compiled by the 
municipal authorities, that is to say, at Fiume by the Italians and the Hun- 
garians who were in power, and at Zara by the Italians, who were also in 
power in the commune. There is therefore no reason to dispute the authen- 
ticity of these statistics as far as the Italians are concerned. 

I think, however, that I may maintain with every show of reason that the 
mere fact of the existence at Fiume and Zara of an Italian agglomeration is 
absolutely insufficient to give the majority of the population of those two 
towns the right to dispose of the sovereignty of the surrounding country; the 
latter must submit to the destiny of the whole region in which are situated the 
two towns, the status of which, as I have already said, we are willing to 
discuss. As regards the town of Fiume, everything concerning the interests 
of the town might be incorporated in a municipal statute. The same may 
be said as regards Zara; but I repeat that the sovereignty over either town 
cannot be separated from the sovereignty of the country of which it forms part. 

From the economic point of view Fiume constitutes the sole commercial 
outlet to the sea which we now possess. All those who are acquainted with 
the formation of the eastern coast of the Adriatic know that there are enor- 
mous technical difficulties connected with the construction of a commercial 
railway linking the hinterland with any port on the Eastern Adriatic, with 
the exception of Fiume. Fiume is primarily the commercial outlet of Croatia- 
Slavonia, Voivodina and of the Slovene countries which are included within 
our frontiers. From the economic point of view this is a reason of first-class 
importance which militates in favour of the retention of Fiume by Jugoslavia. 

The importance of the considerations of an ethnical nature is not the same 
from the point of view of sovereignty, as from the local point of view. I may 
add that Fiume, which wais originally called Rieka, a name which was given 
to the town by the Slav population, retained a Slav majority until 1900, 
according to the statistics compiled by the municipality; it was only about 
1910, the date of the last statistics, that the number of Italians became some- 
what larger than that of the Slavs. 

This change is explained by the fact that for about fifty years past Fiume 
has been becoming an important commercial centre, a point of attraction to 
traders and workmen, and the Magyar rulers, finding it impossible to cai^ 
on the administration of the town with the Magyar language, which is qmte 
unknown in Fiume, made use of the Italian language in their struggle against 
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the Croats, who did not wish to allow Hungary finally to wrest Fiume from 
Croatia. It is for this reason that it cannot be said that Fiume is an Italian 
town. It is a mixed town from the national and linguistic points of view. 
Italian is spoken in commercial and maiitime circles, but Croat is the 
principal language, and some of the inhabitants, who, however, are not 
numerous, speak Hungarian or German. 

To sum up, I may say that Fiume ought, from the political point of view, 
to share the fate of the region to which it belongs geographically. Any differ- 
ent solution would be contrary to the nature of things which one cannot 
violate with impunity. 

The corpus separatum of Fiume has been mentioned; I should like to say a 
few words on the subject. This has never been a political, but rather an 
administrative conception. 

Under the reign of Maria Theresa, the Hungarians, who coveted Fiume 
in order to have a commercial outlet into the Adriatic, succeeded in having 
Fiume constituted a corpus separatum by a decree of that hlmprcss, the corpus, 
according to the statute, enjoying only a local admini.strativ<j autonomy, 
which has subsisted, with changes, until the present day. Hut Fiume has 
never had any independent political life; it has never had any right of self- 
determination; Fiume always belonged to Croatia and through that channel 
to the Crown of Saint Stephen. 

In 1866, when the Austro-Hungarian Compromise was concluded, Hun- 
gary made an agreement with Croatia, for Croatia has never been a Magyar 
province, but rather a State associated with the Crown of St. Stephen; tliere 
was an association of States under the Crown of St. Stephen, and Fiume 
belonged to Croatia. 

The original text of the compromise between Hungary and Croatia, 
drawn up by the two Assemblies, said that the two parties had not arrived at 
an agreement on the question of Fiume because Croatia demanded the 
incorporation of that town with Croatia, whilst Hungary had raised a claim 
to it; a text was therefore drawn up asserting that the agreement had not 
been concluded. Now, over this text, which was sanctioned and signed by 
the Emperor, the Magyars caused to be pasted a document according to 
which Fiume wzis directly united to the Crown of St. Stephen, without the 
intermediary of Croatia. 

A great deal has been said of the right of self-determination of Fiume. We 
have already had an opportunity, and the honour of explaining to the 
Supreme Council our conception of the principle of free self-determination; 
we have recommended it as the best «md most just means of resolving the 
differences between Italy and ourselves, and we still propose it to-day; we 
have set it forth in a memorandum which we had the honour to submit to 
the conference smd to which we still adhere. We believe that the will of the 
country in question constitutes the most certain basis for the establishment 
of the best frontier and the best relations between the two countries. In other 
words, our suggestion is to submit to the popular vote all the territories dis- 
puted between us or claimed by both States; the result of this reference to the 
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people will afford a most happy solution. It is, in fact, not a question of an 
ignorant population with no political sense and not having arrived at a 
sufficient degree of development; it is a question of a population, whether 
Italian or Slav, which is fully developed, having attained a high degree of 
civilisation, which knows what is meant by the right of free self-determination 
and would be quite able to vote according to its aspirations. 

But if the principle of free self-determination is admitted, it must be ad- 
mitted without restriction; one cannot at one and the same time refuse the 
plebiscite to hundreds of thousands of men and admit the principle of free 
self-determination in the case of a small agglomeration which differs from the 
country as a whole in its language and nationality. 

Moreover, one must dispute the right of the population of Fiume to dispose 
of such an important point as that town, which includes not only the city, 
but also the port with the railway, of which it forms the terminus; that is to 
say, the commercial outlet for at least 20 million inhabitants. 

Now, the port and the railway were not constructed by the inhabitants of 
Fiume, far less by those of to-day than by those of former times, because a 
large number have immigrated recently, as may be seen from the statistics. 
Therefore the population of Fiume, who did not create the port nor incur the 
necessary expenditure, cannot dispose of the ‘lungs’ of 20 million inhabitants 
— ^from the commercial point of view. The modern port, I repeat, was con- 
structed by the countries of the Crown of St. Stephen, that is to say, by the 
Hungary of to-day, by Croatia-Slavonia, by the Voivodina, and by aU the 
provinces now detached from the former Hungary and united to Czecho- 
slovakia and to Jugoslavia. The port therefore belongs to the population of 
these provinces and not to that of Fiume. 

That which may be admitted to belong to that population is the right of 
free self-administration. We are ready to give Fiume a local autonomy which 
will satisfy this legitimate desire. 

As regards international traffic, it is therefore of primary necessity that 
guarantees should be given to the populations which-^ gravitate towards 
Fiume, in other words, to Hungary; with the exception of Fiume there is no 
other port on the Croatian coast capable of being used for commerce, for it 
is almost impossible, and in any case very difficult, to construct a railway 
capable of serving as a commercial line. On the Dalmatian coast the existing 
railways, which arc connected with Bosnia-Herzegovina, are local railways 
which can never acquire any considerable commercial importance likely to 
interest the whole country; they will always remain lines of local interest, 
such as that terminating at Scbcnico, part of which is of narrow gauge, and 
that running from Mostar down towards the Narenta, another branch of 
which runs to Graveza and Cattarq. 

This is a narrow gauge line, constructed for strategical reasons and which 
serves the local trade, nothing els^. 

It must therefore be concluded that Fiume is to-day, and may, perhaps, 
for ever be, the only outlet of our State on the Croatian and Dalmatian 
coasts. 



As regards Zara, there has been some talk of creating a free city, a political 
organisation of such a kind that the town would be politically detached from 
our country. 

We cannot agree to such an arrangement, which would in the first place 
be the ruin of Zara, and would, moreover, constitute a prejudice to us. 

Zara is a little town, the centre of a political commune which, according to 
the last statistics that I possess, those of the year 1900, had 33,000 inhabitants 
of whom 22,000 were Jugoslavs. 

These statistics were compiled by the Office of the Mayor of Zara, M. 
Ziliotti, who is still in office at the present date and is a well-known Italian. 
These statistics cannot therefore be suspected of having been compiled in 
favour of the Jugoslavs, and consequently the number of Jugoslavs mentioned 
therein must be beyond dispute. 

There are said to be 9,234 Italians, a few Germans and others of various 
nationalities, numbering altogether about 1,500. Such is the population of 
the Commune of Zara. 

This place of, I believe, 12,000 inhabitants was constructed in the Middle 
Ages on a small peninsula which then constituted a very important strategical 
point on the Adriatic Sea. At the present date the only fortifications it 
retains are its ancient Venetian bastions. 

Zara has no economic resources of its own. It lives not only on those of the 
surrounding territory, but on those of the whole of Dalmatia. 

It is the official capital of Dalmatia, the centre of all the administrative 
services ; at Zara are to be found the Governor, and the educational, financial, 
political, ecclesiastical and military services ; it is a town of employees and 
public officials. 

If Zara is detached from our State, it is certain that all the public offices 
which constitute the principal economic resource of Zara will emigrate. 

All the modern buildings which make a very good impression when one 
arrives in this town by boat have been constructed with funds from the whole 
of Dalmatia, by means of loans advanced to the owners by the Credit Foncier 
Dalmate, the head office of which is in the town, as arc those of other pro- 
vincial institutions. 

We arrive therefore at the conclusion that if Zara is detached from Dal- 
matia, that is to say, from our State, this little town will fall into economic 
ruin; it will no longer exist; its buildings will be empty, and there will be no 
more population, since only public officials live there. In fact, if a stranger 
arrives at Zara before 10 o’clock he will see numbers of persons walking on 
the finely constructed quay, but after 10 o’clock, when the employees arc in 
their offices, the town is dead, the quays and the little streets with their 
Venetian appearance — ^for the town was for a long time under Venetian 
domination — are deserted, and the town appears uninhabited. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Is there any other town in Dalmatia which might 
become the administrative capital in the event of Zara being detached from 
Dalmatia? 

M. Trumbitch : Yes, and better situated than Zara. I say so frankly, for 
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I must tell you the actual truth; it is Spalato. Spalato is situated in the centre 
of Dalmatia and in the heart of that country from the geographical and 
economic point of view. But Zara has always been the capital of Dalmatia — 
during the epoch of the Croat State; you know that Croatia has been an 
independent State for several centuries and that its frontier was the Narenta; 
under the domination of Venice and under the Austrian domination it was 
the same thing, because this town, which was already a capital, had forti- 
fications. 

Mr. Lloyd George : So that if Zara ceased to form part of Dalmatia, 
Spalato would quite naturally become the capital of Dalmatia and Zara 
would decline. 

' M. Trumbitch : That is so. 

I have replied to Mr. Lloyd George’s question from the point of view of the 
geographical situation; but from the ethnical or administrative point of view 
it would be a great pity to remove the capital, because at Zara there are ciU 
the necessary buildings, because all the offices are very well housed, because 
it is a historic town, while at Spalato it would be necessary to construct all the 
necessary buildings. To do that would require time and money, and one 
would thus end in ruining the town and imposing unnecessary expenditure 
on the State. 

There is another military consideration in favour of the maintenance of 
Zara as the capital, namely, that the population there is very calm, seeing 
that it is composed almost exclusively of officials and employees. Spalato, 
on the contrary, is a little town which is developing very well at the present 
day, because it is at the centre of the political life of Dalmatia and of all that 
concerns the national movement, at the head of which it was during the 
Balkan war; it feted the Serbian victory, it was persecuted by Austria and all 
that happened there is well known in Europe. 

Spalato, as a centre of national effervescence, is therefore less to be recom- 
mended than quiet Zara as the administrative capital, Zara, where one can 
work in peace at the administration of the province. Although I am myself 
a native of Spalato, I should not wish, for the reason which I mention, to 
see it become the capital of Dalmatia. 

Mr. Lloyd George : Would the same objection exist if Zara, instead of 
becoming an independent town, merely became autonomous under Dal- 
matian (Jugoslav) sovereignty, as a corpus sepcLratunl In other words, would 
Zara as a corpus separatum be necessarily deprived of the advantages it now 
enjoys as administrative capital? 

M. Trumbitch : No, it would not be deprived of them, because, as the town 
would remain under Jugoslav sovereignty, all offices concerned in the ad- 
ministration of the province would remain at Zara. 

Mr. Lloyd George : Even if the inhabitants were entitled to self-govern- 
ment in municipal affairs? 

M. Trumbitch: In municipal affairs, most certainly. 

Mr. Lloyd George: It would be the same kind of constitution as that 
granted to Fiume by Maria Theresa ? 
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M. Trumbitciii: It would be an autonomous local administration. Every- 
thing concerning the town and everything concerning local interests could 
come under the autonomy. The population of Zara would be entitled to 
self-government; it would furthermore retain its present economic position, 
as it would be an integral part of our territory. 

In this connection, I beg to put forward a small majj showing the territory 
of the Commune of Zara. 

Mr. Lloyd George : The municipal autonomy to be provided for in the 
treaty should be guaranteed, under the authority of the League of Nations. 

M. Trumbitch: Just as in the treaty for tlie protection of minorities, there 
would be clauses guaranteeing the local autonomy of Zara under Jugoslav 
sovereignty, and Jugoslavia would be bound to respect such clauses. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Do you think that, under these conditions, Zara 
would continue to be the administrative centre of Dalmatia? 

M. Trumbhoh: Yes. That is all I have to say concerning Zara from the 
economic point of view. From the national point of view 1 wished to speak of 
the present state of the schools, but this would not appear to be necessary. 

I could, however, give an explanation if rccpiirecl, seeing that, under the 
Italian occupation, there are now more Slav than Italian children in the 
schools of this town. 

M. Glemenceau: How do you exphiin this? 

M. Trumbitch: It is in accordance witli the general state of affairs, the 
origin of which is as follows. When Austria had to cede Lombardy and 
Venetia to Italy in 1856* and 1866, a great many Italian oflicials emigrated 
from these two provinces and followed Austria’s fortunes. There were some 
very good men among them, especially among the judiciary. 

Justice was very well administered in Austrian Italy, riicre were some 
excellent and well-known jurists, who were Italians occu])ying the highest 
judicial positions in contemporary Austria. When the Austrian Administra- 
tion withdrew, a very large number of those oflicials did likewise and settled 
down in the Austrian coast provinces, i.e., on the Adriatic. All these regions, 
with the exception of certain localities on the coast, arc Slav. 

There were, however, no official cadres for administrative departments. 
As the Italian language was generally understood by educated people, the 
Austrians introduced it as the official language for administrative purposes. 

I was bom at Spalato and there completed my education in Italian at the 
local lycee in 1882, that language being spoken in all the schools, although my 
fellow-scholars were mostly Slavs. 

Austria did not then fear Italy, and never dreamt that the latter would lay 
claim to the Eastern coast of the Adriatic, but she already feared Slavism. 
Serbia was beginning to develop her programme of national claims, and 
Austria knew very well that the Jugoslav territories included all the southern 
part of the Monarchy. 

For political and practical reasons, therefore, Austria governed the entire 
coast as though it were Italian territory. 

* In error for 1859. 
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Zara thus became a bureaucratic and an Italian-speaking centre, as all its 
officials used the Italian language. This caused a concentration of the Italian 
language in that town. 

The position became altered by reason of the development of the Slav 
national movement, which spread very greatly in Dalmatia. Slav schools and 
lyeees were opened, and we had a university at Agram, where a great many 
Dalmatians who knew the literary language well went to complete their 
studies. The Slavs then asked the Central Government to put an end to this 
abnormal state of affairs of a Slav country governed in Italian. 

In 1912, the Dalmatian Slavs and Italians arranged a compromise which 
was accepted by the Vienna Government, according to which the Slav 
language was restored as official language for administrative purposes. The 
Italian language was retained, all inhabitants desirous of so doing being 
allowed to use it officially, and to have legal documents, &c., drawn up in 
Italian. The question was settled in this manner, and that is why Zara will 
become completely Slav in a couple of generations. 

I terminate my remarks on this point by saying that Dalmatia is absolutely 
Slav territory, with a highly developed sense of nationalism, that it is an 
integral part of Jugoslavia, and that it ought to belong to us with all its 
islands, which are entirely Slav. 

Mr. Lloyd George : You know what line President Wilson proposed as 
boundary for an independent State of Fiume? How would you describe the 
population living within this line? Is it Slovene or Croatian? 

M. Trumbitch: About go per cent, is Slovene. 

Mr. Lloyd George : What is the difference between Croats and Slovenes? 

M. Trumbitch: A difference in dialect. 

M. Clemenceau: What is the total number of Slovenes? 

M. Trumbitch: There are 1,200,000 in all. 

Mr. Lloyd George : How many would there be in the free State? 

M. Trumbitch: I am not exactly clear about the boundaries, but some 
200,000 Slovenes have been mentioned. The frontier of the Julian Alps 
would, if adopted, leave about 400,000 in Italy. The remainder — ^i.e., about 
half— would remain with us. The treble dismemberment of a civilised 
people would thus be achieved ! 

Mr. Lloyd George : The Slovenes are therefore concerned at the thought 
that some of them would be included in this free State? 

M. Trumbitch: That is so. This would mean that the Slovene people 
would be trebly dismembered. It is terrible to contemplate and I cannot 
properly express my feelings when considering this possibility. 

Mr. Lloyd George : How would you describe the population of Dal- 
matia? 

M. Trumbitch : Dalmatia is inhabited by Croatians. There are Serbians 
in the south-west; the same dialect is spoken in Croatia and in Serbia. The 
Catholics call themselves Croatians and the Orthodox call themselves 
Serbians. There is, however, no difference of language between them. There 
is a difference of dialect between the Slovenes and the Serbo-Croats, 
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M. Clemenceau; Then the Slovenes are not in favour of the creation of 
this free State? 

M. Trumbitgii : I think that this State would become a place of refuge for 
adventurers, and for people carrying on agitations and propaganda under the 
cloak of patriotism. Many people would call themselves Italian or Jugoslav 
patriots, and would do a great deal of harm. The free State would doubtless 
possess no army and would have no military service, and this would be 
sufficient reason for a great many deserters to seek an asylum there. There 
would be neither geographical nor economic unity in tlu; I'ree State. 

Finally, I can sum up the Dalmatian question in a word by saying that all 
Dalmatia should be given to us. 

Now I come to Albania. This country docs not resemble ours from the 
national point of view. It is not inhabited by Slavs, but by Albanians, and it 
was made into an independent State in London in 1913. 

Its future status should now be decided. I’his (lucstion concerns us very 
closely, seeing that all the Eastern and Northern frontiens of Albania are 
likewise ours. We arc persuaded that the question can best bo solved by 
reverting to the status quo created in London, in 1913, i.c., by allowing the 
Albanian State to remain as it is, with an autonomous iulministration. 

We are quite persuaded that no foreign administration would be a success, 
the position of Albania being absolutely peculiar to it.self. From what we 
know of the Albanians, they would be able to form tin administration capable 
of governing the country. It must be remembered, in the first place, that 
there are Albanian towns on the coast and in the interior, 'fins proves that 
the country is aware of the necessity for public organistition, the more so as, 
under Turkish administration, the State paid no attention to the organisa- 
tion of the country nor to the construction of ways of communication, but 
that notwithstanding this the country developed in such a manner as to give 
rise to the formation of important centres. 

In the past, Albania was an independent country governing itself, even 
before the Turkish invasion; the Albanians arc therefore capable of looking 
after themselves. 

The first autonomous Albanian administration did, it is true, create a bad 
impression in Europe and gave the impression that the Albanians were 
incapable of self-government. The truth of the matter is that it was the 
government of the Prince of Wied — ^whose choice may well be said to have 
been a mistake — ^which collapsed of itself, and that the Prince fled the country 
for certain well-known reasons. But though it was proved that the Prince 
of Wied was incapable of governing Albania, it was in no wise proved that 
the Albanian people was incapable of self-government. Owing to this war, 
in which all nations have painfully acquired great experiences, the Albanians 
have acquired the sentiment of unity and desire self-government. 

This would be the very best solution, not only from the point of view of 
Abanian interests, but also in om own interests. 

We are of opinion that a self-governing Albania would be able to live in 
friendly relations with us, whereas if another Power were admitted into 
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Albania, the interests of such a Power would hardly coincide with our 
own. 

That is why we fear that the introduction of another State into Albania 
might there become a source of fresh difficulty on our frontier and in the 
Balkans. 

On the other hand, an Italian mandate has been spoken of, to be given 
in virtue of article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 

My personal impression is that this article is not applicable in the case of 
Albania, because it provides for a mandate for territories or colonies possess- 
ing neither independence nor sovereignty, and, as a matter of fact, refers to 
the former German colonies. 

In any event, I consider that, in accordance with paragraph 4 of article 22, 
the wishes of the population should be consulted for the purpose of ascertain- 
ing the name of the Power on whom the mandate should be conferred, the 
wishes of the population being the determining factor. 

From the point of view of general interests, I think that the mandate for 
Albania should greatly resemble that given to Austria for Bosnia-Herze- 
govina, under the Treaty of Berlin. 

A perusal of the minutes of the Congress of Berlin forces one to accept the 
important reasons then set forth in justification of the mandate given to 
Austria-Hungary, and to acknowledge that the representatives (of certain 
Great Powers, at least) acted in absolute good faith and with the best possible 
intention of re-establishing peace and quiet in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The 
object of the mandate then proposed was, first and foremost, the protection 
of the Christian population (which was persecuted by the Turks), the pacifi- 
cation of the country, and the settlement of the agrarian question, which 
were all important matters and well justified from the point of view of civili- 
sation. By force of circumstances, however, the mandate developed in a 
direction absolutely different to that foreseen by the Congr^s of Berlin— 
i.e., instead of merely concerning herself with the pacification of Bosnia- 
Herzegovina, the protection of Christians and the agrarian question (which 
has not even been settled up to now), Austria’s one idea was to govern it as a 
conquered country, and, after forty years of occupation, she ended by annex- 
ing it in an arbitrary manner, thus contributing one of the direct causes of the 
present war. 

We Jugoslavs of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and Serbia, in 
an even greater degree (as an independent State), suffered enormously by 
reason of the mandate given to Austria for Bosnia-Herzegovina. That is why 
we fear any other attempt which might concern our interests and, in the shape 
of a mandate, go counter to the hest intentions of the Great Powers called 
upon to decide, and even to those of the Italian Government. If the latter 
were given that mandate, this political institution might develop in a manner 
unfavourable to general interests, to the interests of peace, and to our own 
interests. 

I venture likewise to point out that the Vardar Plain is easily reached from 
the north-eastern frontier of Albania, which also provides easy and direct 
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access (o Skoplje (Uskub). ’’I’hc railway frotii Bolgracle (o Salonica (the only 
trade artery in Serbia) passes Uskub, and the Skof)ljd Railway could easily 
be dominated by heavy guns, which wotild cut Serbia’s vital communica- 
tions. Furthermore, this railway passes close to the Bulgarian frontier, over 
which the Bulgarians came on entering the war in 1915; the railway line was 
cut and this caused the Serbian catastrophe. I might even say it was one of 
the causes of the prolongation of the war, for if Serbia had been able to maVe 
a stand, and if Bulgaria had been unable to link u]> with Austria and Germany 
by means of Serbia, the war would have been over more quickly. 

The Skopljd railway is even more threatened from the Albanian than from 
the Bulgarian .side, for, although the Bulgarian frorilicr is nearer, it is much 
easier, owing to the conformation of the ground, to reach Skoplje from the 
Albanian frontier and then to cut the railway than it would be from the 
Bulgarian frontier. 

I beg to draw the attention of the council to this c|ucstion, which is a vital 
one for us. If Italy is admitted into Albania, and if mutual relations should 
eventually cease to be friendly, and if recourse wcix' liually made to arms, it 
would not be merely a difficult position for us; our veuy existence would be 
at stake. Now the southern portion of Serbia is eiu'lavetl between the 
Albanian and the Bulgarian frontiers. I’hc distance is not very great, and, 
by means of pressure from both sides at once, Serbia would eJisily be crushed 
and commurucations established over her territory, which would be the 
beginning of the end for us. 

This consideration is of vital importance for us, which will b(; chuirly seen 
when it is remembered how the policy of the Austrian mandate dcvclopcd^in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

M. Clemenceau: If M. Trumbitch still has a good deal to say, it might be 
as well to continue the hearing at a later meeting. 

M. Trumbitch: I still require about an hour to comi)lctc my statement. 
The question of Albania is exceedingly complicated, and I should like to 
touch on all the points. 

I ought, also, to refer to the question of demilitarisation, of neutralisation, 
and of the Dalmatian coast, as also to various minor points. 

Mr. Lloyd George; What is the population of Scutari? 

M. Trumbitch: 25,000. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Does that include Slavs? 

M. Trumbitch; Some 2,000 Orthodox Serbians, and about 8,000 Mussul- 
man Serbs in the neighbourhood. 

M. Clemenceau: How about the remainder of the population? 

M. Trumbitch: It is composed of Albanians. 

M. Clemenceau: I suggest, gentlemen, that we should meet the day after 
to-morrow (Monday), at 1 1 a.m., and continue the meeting in the afternoon, 
in order to settle this question, if possible. 

( This suggestion was agreed to and the meeting rose.) 
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No. 67 


i.G.P. 12.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the British, 
French and Italian Governments, held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d'Orsay, on 
Monday, January 12, ig20, at ii a.m. 

Present: British Empire-. The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister; 

SECRETARY, Sir M. Hankey. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretary, M. Massigli, A Stenographer. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretary, Signor Trombetti. 

The following were also present; 

British Empire: Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Berthelot, M. Dutasta. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

MM. Pasitch, Trumbitch, Zolger, and Radovitch, delegates of the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State, were introduced. 

The Chairman* : I will call upon M. Trumbitch to continue his statement. 

M. Trumbitch; Gentlemen, the day before yesterday, when discussing the 
possibility of an Italian mandate for Albania, I drew attention to the danger 
which might arise for our country from the military point of view. Uskub 
would be easily threatened, since that town is only separated from the frontier 
by a distance of 48 kilom. as the bird flies. At the same time as Uskub, the 
Salonica-Belgradc railway would also be menaced, together with the Serbian 
towns of Dibra, Struga, Ochrida, Jacovitza, Monastir and Prizrend, which 
are all situated close to the frontier. 

If occupied by Italy, Albania would become a concentration camp and 
centre of preparation for offensive operations all along its eastern and northern 
frontiers, directed against our country. 

I cannot refrain from referring to the fact that, if one is to believe secret 
documents which have been published, an Italo-Austrian Convention is said 
to have been signed at Rome, on the 8th May, 1913, which is said to have 
fixed and provided for the military occupation of Albania, in order to pacify 
the country and maintain order.^ If this fact is true, it is of special and con- 
siderable significance as regards the Serbo-Montenegrin frontier, a signifi- 
cance which our country must not overlook. 

If Albania were placed under Italian administration, she would constitute 
an obvious danger for us in the event of complications with our State; if, on 
the contrary, Albania were administered by an autonomous Government 
and eventually subjected to neutralisation as in the case of Switzerland, this 
would afford a suitable solution of the problem of our relations with the 

^ M. Glemenceau. 

* For Ilalo-Austriaa rt’jlatioiis with regard to the possibility of joint intervention in 
Albania in May 1913 see h. liilLutir and H. Uebersberger: 0sterreich-‘Unga7ns Aussenpolitik 
1908-14 (Vienna and Leipzig, mo), vol. vi, p. 301 f.; Field-Marshal Count Conrad von 
Hotzendoif: Aus Meinet Dienstzeit 1906-1918 (Vienna, 1921 f), vol. iii, p. 295 f.; G. P. Gooch 
and H. Temperlcy: British Documents on the Origins of the War 1898-1914 (London, 1926 L), 
vol. ix, part ii, p. 739 f. 
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neighbouring States, and would, speaking more generally, be better adapted 
to maintain the peace of Europe. 

After the flight of the Prince of Wied, in May 1914, Scutari was admini- 
stered by an inter- Allied commission; Durazzo, on the contrary, was the 
seat of an Albanian Government, under the presidency of Essad Pasha, 
which remained in office until February 1916. It must be admitted that this 
latter form of government gave satisfactory results, better, m any case, than 
those attained by the foreign Government of the Prince of Wied. 

It may, perhaps, be pointed out that the military danger wc foresee does 
not exist in reality: that the mandate will be of a pacific or non-military 
character and the powers of the mandatory may be limited as regards 
military forces, the latter being restricted to the contingents necessary for the 
maintenance of peace and order. I am obliged to declare that wc cannot 
accept such guarantees as sufficient when the safety of our country is at stake; 
international engagements are liable to alteration as the x'csult of clumges 
which may lake place in the general situation ; the presence of a great military 
Power in Albania remains a fact involving various consequences. 

Neither is the mandate of which I have just spoken desirable from the 
religious point of view. Catholics represent a small minority in Albania; the 
arrival of a purely Catholic Power would probably arouse the suspicions of 
the Mahometans and Orthodox Christians, as happened when Austria 
planted herself in Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

In the same way, from the politiccil point of view, wc consider that the 
presence of Italy in Albania would be a source of anxiety: the Balkans con- 
stitute a field of political surprises; they have already caused the Powers much 
anxious thought from the point of view of general politics. 

One of the causes for this anxiety has, it is true, been the antagonism which 
has manifested itself between the young races which have regained inde- 
pendence; but another and perhaps still more fatal cause has been the rivalry 
between two great Powers which have collapsed during the late war, and the 
covetousness of which reacted in a singular manner among the Balkan States. 

It was all these exterior influences which brought about the second Balkan 
war, started by Bulgaria’s sudden attack on her Serbian allies. Count Tisza’s 
speech to the Hungarian Parliament in 1913 had proclaimed that the Balkan 
nations were at liberty to assassinate each other; he incited Bulgaria to attack.^ 

One sole conclusion is to be drawn from these various considerations: in 
the interests of general peace it is necessary to adhere to the principle of 
‘the Balkans for the Balkan nations’. If a foreign Power has a footing in the 
Balkans, even in the guise of a mandatory, this may mean the continuation 
of Ae former system of political and military penetration into the Balkans, 
which system has already proved itself so disastrous. 

One [? Our] point of view is therefore thefollowing: an independent Albania, 

^ Trumbic was referring to the outbreak of what is sometimes known as the Third 
Balkan War, which b^an on June 29, 1913, when Bulgarian forces, without warning, 
attacked those of Serbia. The speech mentioned was that delivered by Count Tisza, the 
Hungarian Prime Minister, to the Hungarian Parliament on Jime 19, 1913. 
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self-governed; this is in the general interests. Albania, by herself, can constitute 
a danger to none of the neighbouring States; a Government formed of natives 
would have the primary advantage of knowing the habits and customs of the 
country. The existence of towns and large communities in the region, more- 
over, furnishes a proof that a sense of government is not absent. In Albania 
and in Central Europe, highly educated Albanians are to be met with in 
fairly large numbers; our country would be able to maintain cordial relations 
with an autonomous Albanian Government. 

From the religious^ point of view, there is a peculiar affinity between 
Albania and Jugoslavia; on each side one finds three large religious groups. 
Orthodox, Catholic, and Mahometan; the regime of liberty and religious 
tolerance which wiU be adopted by our constitutional charter will afford the 
Albanians a good example to follow. On the other hand, the liberal applica- 
tion of the principle of the protection of minorities will enable the Albanians 
who are subjects of our State to obtain instructions [nc] in their own language; 
it will be possible to make use of educational text-books in the Albanian 
language in the schools of Albania, which have been deprived of such books. 

Intellectual intercourse will thus be set up across the frontier of the two 
countries, to the great benefit of the Albanians. 

Finally, economic relations will develop between the two countries with 
all the more facility, as Upper Albania is the sole natural outlet of our country 
in that region. 

The Serbs and Albanians never fought against each other when they were 
free, that is to say, before the Turkish invasion; it is baleful foreign influence 
which often sows discord among nations. 

If the solution of an independent and self-governing Albania is not 
adopted, we reserve to ourselves the right to claim our legitimate rights in 
that country. If Valona and Southern Albania were attributed to another 
Power, we should demand that the northern part of Albania be reserved to us. 

In the first place, stress must be laid on the fact that our State possesses 
acquired rights in that region. At the Conference of London in 1913, the 
Ambassadors recognised Serbia’s right of access to the sea. The Treaty of 
Berlin guaranteed to Montenegro freedom of navigation on the Boyana, 
At the present day Montenegro is a riparian State of the Boyana. 

On the otlier hand, during the course of the Balkan wars our nation shed 
torrents of blood for Scutari, the century-old capital of the Serbian sovereigns 
of the Middle Ages. I must emphasise the fact that the Serbians remained at 
Scutari for seven centuries, until that town fell under the Turkish domination 
in 1479. In the sixteenth century there were Serbian printing works at 
Scutari; at the present day Serbians still exist in the town and the surround- 
ing country and the Serbian language is far from having disappeared. The 
commune of Scutari numbers about 25,000 inhabitants; a few hundred 
persons of Serbian race live in the town itself, while in the neighbourhood 
there are approximately 1,500. But both in the town itself and in the sur- 
rounding country the Serbian language is fairly widespread ; several thousand 
Mahometans who still speak it are of Serbian origin. 
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The Montenegrin troops, after having lost a third of their forces, occupied 
Scutari in 1913; they subsequently evacuated it in order to meet the wishes of 
the Great Powers, because Austria, who had already mobilised, was threaten- 
ing to go to war. It was to serve the general interests that our troops retired. 
We firmly believe that at that period Scutari might have been incorporated 
with Montenegro if the latter State had consented to the cession of Mount 
Loveen to Austria, or at least to its neutralisation. 

We ask that note may be taken of the service we then rendered to the cause 
of general peace. 

The valley of the Drina, that is to say, Northern Albania, constitutes, with 
the neighbouring regions of Montenegro and Serbia, one geograjrhical and 
economic unit. It is the direct route to the sea; the well-known scheme for 
the Danube- Adriatic railway was to cross Clentral Serbia, follow the Drina 
and reach the sea at Scutari. 

I’he Lake of Scutari is the rcscivoir which acxumulates all the waters 
flowing from the Serbo-Montenegrin districts; the valley is the course taken 
by the waters and the route taken by nren. 'Phe greater part of the trade of 
Montenegro gravitates by the Lake of Scutari and the Boyana towards the 
sea. 

On the other hand, the valley of the Drina forms one whole with our 
country. It is completely separated from the rest of Albania by a chain of 
mountains which the river cuts through; the construction of the Central 
Serbian railway along the Drina constitutes one of the most inq^ortant rail- 
way problems with which we arc faced; tliis rtiilway will possess the same 
economic importance for that part of our country as the railway terminating 
at Fiume now has for the northern part of our State. 

The Drina frontier line would be particularly necessary from the ijoint of 
view of military security if other Power's were installed in the remainder of 
the Albanian territory. 

The proper upkeep of the Lake of Scutari and the Boyana is of extra- 
ordinary economic importance. Through the negligence of the Turkish 
administration, about sixty years ago, an arm of the Drhia became detached 
from the principal arm of the river, and led its water back into the Lake of 
Scutari; this accident has increased the danger of floods in the country sur- 
rounding the lake and made the conditions much less favourable to na-viga- 
tion on the Boyana. 

Two-thirds of the Lake of Scutari already belongs to Montenegro; by 
improvement works on the Boyana and tlie Drina, 20,000 hectares of ex- 
tremely fertile land already belonging to Montenegro might be drained and 
restored to cultivation. 

- It is obvious that we are the State most legitimately interested in Nortliern 
Albania. The presence of a foreign Power in that region would manifestly 
prejudice all our interests. If, on the contrary. Northern Albania is allocated 
to our State, we agree to ensure and guarantee an autonomous administra- 
tion to Scutari, considering that the Serbs are there in the minority and that 
the Albanians constitute the great m^’ority of the population. 
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Independently of all these considerations, another question arises, that of 
the rectification of the frontier between our State and Albania. 

At the Conference of London in 1913 an impossible and unjust frontier was 
traced; there are places in which the countryside is separated from its natural 
centres, others in which Albanian villages have no access to Albania except 
across our territory; the Albanian countries on the shores of the Lake of 
Ochrida are separated from Albania by a very lofty chain of mountains; the 
countries inhabited by the Yuza and Gassi tribes, composed of Serbians who, 
although professing Mahometanism, still for the great part retain the Serbian 
language and customs, are detached from their centre, Prizrend, which 
belongs to Serbia; others gravitate towards Jacovitza, a Montenegrin town; 
the whole countryside around the town of Dibra has been separated from its 
centre; the populations of these places themselves desire to be incorporated 
with our State, to which they are attached by their most vital interests. The 
Klemanti and Kastrati tribes were attributed to Albania by the Conference 
of London solely by reason of the special insistence of Austria, supported by 
Germany, in spite of the fact that they belonged to Montenegrin territory. 

Finally, as a result of Austrian manoeuvres, a small strip of land on the 
right bank of the Boyana was detached from Montenegro when the frontier 
was traced, whilst the whole of the right bank was allotted to Montenegro 
on the middle and lower reaches of the river. The commission charged with 
the demarcation of the frontier on the spot was, moreover, unable to com- 
plete its task by reason of the insurmountable dilEculties with which it was 
faced as a result of the decision of the Conference of London. 

These are our reasons for asking for a rectification of our frontier, which 
would be continued west of the Ochrida as far as the mountain chain and 
which would be formed by the Black Drina north of Dibra. The Klemanti 
and Kastrati tribes would be included in the Montenegrin frontier, as well as 
that part of the right bank of the Boyana which is not yet included therein. 

The frontier line which we ask for would, in other words, be the following : — 

To the east (starting from Lake Ochrida), the mountain chain. Beyond 
Dibra, the Black Drina as far as a point to be determined later on. Then the 
Montenegrin frontier, including the Klemanti and Kastrati tribes and the 
small strip of territory on the right bank of the Boyana still remaining in 
the hands of Albania. 

This rectification (?) of the population concerned, which is not numerous, 
and a great majority of which has already expressed itself in favour of this 
alteration. 

I should add that, in the Russo-Turkish Treaty of San Stefano,-* the Kle- 
manti and Kastrati tribes, as well as that part of the right bank of the Boyana 
to which I have just referred, were assigned to Montenegro. This arrange- 
ment was altered by the Treaty of Berlin. 

I would now like to say a few words with regard to the demilitarisation 
which, according to the press, is about to be imposed on our territory. This 

* This treaty of March 3, 1878, was superseded by the Treaty of Berlin of July 13, 
1878. 
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question has been raised in such a manner as to make me rc(j[ucst permission 
to draw your attention to it. 

If what the newspapers say is to be trusted, a demilitarised zone is to be 
created to the east of the Wilson line, which extemds from the Karavanken 
to the north as far as the Adriatic coast to Jstria, and which also includes the 
Quarnero and Dalmatian islands. 

The object of such demilitarisation is to assure the stratc^gic security of 
Italy. 

I beg to point out, in the first place, that this would be an absolutely one- 
sided arrangement. I’he strategic interests of Italy would be considered, and 
our own requirements in that direction completely forgotten. 

Our population represents rather more than one-quarter ol' the Italian 
population. Our State is in ])rocess of formation, whereas Italy is a great 
Power possessing an army and a fleet adequate for her necxls, and which are 
more powerful and more extensive than belbre the war. 

In these circumstances, the balance of power and of tlu^ stains quo would be 
disturbed; Italy would enjoy absolute su])eriority, whilst our position would 
be extremely difficult. This demilitarisatiojx would intcifen^ with our 
sovereignty, and even with our independence. The Peace Oonfei'once would, 
for the first time on record, be creating an international scrvituch^ to the detri- 
ment of the sovereignty of an Allied State. 

If demilitarisation were carried out, our strategic ])osition would be as 
follows: our frontier would be completely dominated by Italian forces from 
Tarvis in the north as far as Liike Ochrida, a distance of scvtu'al hundred 
kilometres in a straight line; our country would find defence impossible. The 
Tarvis mountain group would form a first-rate rampart for (he purpose of 
defence or attack by Italy, as it dominates the valley of (he Dravc, which is 
the line of penetration into the very heart of our country. 

In passing, I would point out that not a single intcriialional conven- 
tion mentioned Tarvis during the war. It was we who, although entitled to 
claim it as Slav territory, consented to its cession to I(,aly. It would be 
neither agreeable nor equitable if such an excellent bastion were to be used 
against us. 

Should the proposed demilitarisation be carried out, there would be a 
pillar, so to speak, at each end of this extensive frontier, i.c., Tarvis (already 
referred to) and Valona. The islands being demilitarised, there would be 
nothing to prevent action on the part of the Italian fleet; it would mean the 
collapse of our entire western frontier. The islands would become an easy 
prey and would fall into the enemy’s hands at the first attempt, and it would 
then be easy for him to land troops unhindered on the coast. 

Such a state of affairs would, by placing us in an inferior position, serve to 
encourage our mutual enemies, causing them to infer a split in the relations 
between countries formerly belonging to Austria. Worse still, a handful of 
rebels (I am justified in mentioning this, as it is the truth) might invade our 
territory. I cannot guarantee that we would then, as hitherto, retain our 
calm under the pressure of vital necessity. 
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We are absolutely hostile to the idea of this demilitarisation, which I, 
moreover, consider to be equally contrary to the spirit and the letter of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations. 

According to the provisions of article lo, all members of the League under- 
take to respect and preserve their respective territorial integrity and political 
independence ; therefore, each State belonging to the League of Nations is 
entitled to territorial integrity and to political independence; all are bound 
to respect and preserve the same. But, above all, it is the duty of each State 
to protect and to preserve its own frontiers. Each nation should, therefore, 
be in a position to defend itself against foreign aggression, demilitarisation 
would mean a limitation of such right. 

In the second place, article 8 of the covenant, which deals with the reduc- 
tion of national armaments, provides that such reduction shall be made to 
the lowest point consistent with national safety. To demilitarise any part of 
its territory is, so far as any particular State is concerned, almost equivalent 
to giving up the maintenance of security. 

The question is all the more serious for us as we have extensive frontiers, 
beyond which former enemies are still dreaming and will continue to dream 
of revenge. 

I believe that the League of Nations also lays down the principle that 
frontier defence is a better guarantee for general peace than disarmament, 
i.e., the impossibility of self-defence. Self-defence is a natural law, which is 
really one with the law of existence. 

Even the international conventions, which provided for neutralisation 
(concerning Belgium and Switzerland, for instance), preserved intact the 
right of neutral countries to defend their frontiers by force of arms. De- 
militarisation of our frontier would infringe our right of self-defence. 

Yet another very important argument should be adduced. Whilst bearing 
the German peril in mind, it must not be forgotten that some of our neigh- 
bours also present a danger — the danger of future attempts to restore the 
former regime in Danube countries. The return of the Germans and Magyars 
to power in these countries would be a menace to our national existence. 
The peril is a real one, and it will continue to exist until Central Europe shall 
have been finally established within the frontiers laid down by the Peace 
Conference. 

We are ready to place ourselves unreservedly at the disposal of the common 
cause, in order to defend the regime inaugurated by the conference for the 
countries of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. But any demilitarisa- 
tion of our territory would tend to create an atmosphere of distrust between 
Italy and Jugoslavia. It would certaiinly serve to encourage our enemies; it 
would be a breach through which northern foes would still see the waters of 
the Adriatic shimmering in the sun. 

Finally, we declare ourselves absolutely and frankly opposed to any one- 
sided measure of demilitarisation, which would be dangerous to our existence 
and to tlie balance of the new order of things created by the Peace Conference 
in Central Europe and in the Balkans. 
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Before concluding my statement I should like to summarise it shortly. 

A plan based on a very firm foundation is, in my opinion, necessary to the 
successful settlement of the Adriatic problem, which is not only requisite in 
the interests of Italy and of Jugosla.via, but is also one of the conditions for 
general peace. No proper solution of the qucstioir can be arrived at if we 
get lost in a maze of details, without any fundamental idea having been laid 
down. 1 am convinced that this fundamental idea will be, found in the plan 
submitted by us, and that it is ec|uitable and clear. 

Extensive amputation ol'our ethnical teniteny is prcsuppo.sed by the Wilson 
line, which gives to Italy the port of Pola--a first-rate war })ort — and Trieste 
— a commercial port of world-wide importance - - and with 'IVicstc, the 
possibility of fresh economic development on a larg<! scale, 'fliis line in- 
cludes within Italian frontiers nearly all the Italiaixs fonncrly uiuler foreign 
domination; it completes Italian national unity. 

Outside this frontier, there would not remain as many Italians as there are 
Slavs in the city of Trieste alone, who number about 60,000. Those Italians 
would be absolutely protected from the ethnical and the intcn natioual points 
of view, more especially in Fitnnc and in Zara, wlu^i-ci they would enjoy 
absolute liberty. The remainder, numbermg a few hundreds scattered in 
small groups along the eastern coast of the Adriatic, would be ])rotcctcd by 
the clauses of the Treaty for the Protection of Minorities. 

I repose full confidence in the liberal Italian spirit; I trust and feel iissured 
that our compatriots, in becoming loyal Italian citizens, will find in their new 
country all guarantees necessary to tlicir dcvclo2)mcnt. 

The great basin of Venice, Trieste and Pola will become an Italian lake. 
Each within her own territory, Italy and Jugoslavia will be free to the west 
and to the east of the Adriatic. This solution is clear and precise, and repre- 
sents a guarantee for general peace. By becoming the joint domain of two 
free peoples, the Adriatic will be a point of centralisation and stabilisation 
for the nations of the Danube and the Balkans. 

M. Clemenceau: I thank you for your statement. 

( The meeting rose at 12.35 p.m.) 


No. 68 
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I. Signor Nitti said that it was essential not to lose time over the question 

The Adriatic of the Adriatic. It was not a question of discussing the history of 

the world, but one of settling a particular difficulty. His col- 
leagues did not say that the Treaty of London was an unjust one. The treaty 
had been made in good faith, and there was a mutual obligation to execute 
it in good faith. How to alter it to suit the present conditions was a matter 
for consideration. His colleagues had said that they recognised their obliga- 
tion to carry out the treaty, but that, if carried out, the whole of its clauses 
must be carried out. It was recognised now, however, that for the good of 
Europe the general plan of the treaty must be altered. He assured his 
colleagues that Italy had every interest to reach an agreement with the Jugo- 
slavs. They were a young nation and must be expected, to a certain extent, 
to sow their wild oats, as young nations do. Italy, however, must be interested 
in a neighbouring population, which was devoted lai-gely to agriculture and 
to forestry. Under the Treaty of London, half Dalmatia was attributed to 
Italy, together with Valona, many of the islands and Istria, with the eastern 
part of Julia, as far as Volosca, but it did not include Fiume. It wais necessary 
to find some solution between the Italians and the Jugoslavs which would 
establish the Italianism of Fiume. Two solutions had been proposed. One 
was to establish a Free State in the territory in the hinterland of Fiume, the 
town itself becoming a corpus separatum. The other was to hand over the town 
of Fiume to Italy, providing for the internationalisation of the port and rail- 
way, which would be worked in the interests not only of the Jugoslavs, but 
also of Hungary and the other States concerned. This was an interest to Italy 
also, and she would provide every guarantee for the development of the port 
in these interests. On its side, Italy would have to give up Dalmatia, except 
Zara. Fiume must either be an Italian town, or there must be a Free State. 
Referring to recent events. Signor Nitti said that great things, including the 
establishment of Rome itself, had arisen out of the action of brigands. In the 
present state of public excitement, he was afraid that all sorts of ventures 
might begin and a great propaganda in these regions was certain. In these 
circumstances, private property would be safer than public property. If 
Italy were to get Fiume, the whole of the rest of the Free State would go to 
the Jugoslavs. Guarantees would be given as to the port which ought to 
satisfy all the interests concerned. 

As regards Dalmatia, he would not go into figures, since, with so mixed a 
population, it was very difficult to fix the statistics. The truth was, however, 
that the Italian population there was particularly strong in the cultured and 
educated classes. The mass of the working people, it was true, were Slav. 
It was true also that that was the reason why the Italians, though in a minority, 
took so important a part in the life of the country, and that was also the 
reason why the Socialists were, as a rule, among the Jugoslavs, while the 
steadier classes of the population were Italian. Exact statistics, however, 
were difficult to establish and were without any great importance. The 
Treaty of London gave to Italy both Dalmatia and the Island of Lussin. 
Italy was prepared to renounce Dalmatia (except Zara) and many of the 
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islands, if she received Fiuine. Zara had been reeognis^Kl by M\ Trumbitch 
himself as an old Italian city and a cxmtre of Italian culture. I'or Italy it was 
a bad business to have to make over Dalmatia to tlie Ju£j;oslavs, but Italian 
public opinion could be induced to acxept this providcxl that Zara was not 
included. If it were, public opinion in Italy would n^volt. diie Jugoslavs 
were a much less cultured and a more primitive people than the Italians 
who represented a much older civilisation. As n^gards Zara, however, he 
thought that a formula might be found providing for its autonomy and 
enabling it to choose and regulate its cli])lomatic representation. 

The third question was that of Albania. Here, again, I taly was engaged in 
an unprofitable transaction. In spite of what M, 'I'rumbitch liad said in the 
morning, Albania was not really fit to be independent. 'The country was very 
backward and divided by ra(ual diircrenccs as well as by th(‘ fact, that there 
were three religious sects, namely, Catholic's, Orthodox, and Mussulmans. 
Only some European State could establish and guarantex orclcT there. 
Albania had already cost Italy more than two milliards of lire, and he wanted 
to reduce this as soon as possible. If Italy had kept Dalmatia, it would be 
natural that Serbia should have had Scutari, but tliis was not now the case, 
since Italy was not to keep Dalmatia or the majority of th(^ islands. If, how- 
ever, Fiumc was attributed to Italy, he was preparcxl to discuss a readjust- 
ment of the northern boundary of Albania, provided tliat Italy received a 
mandate for Central Albania. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he wished to know what was now pro])oscd. 
M. Glemenceau and he had said that they would honour their respective 
countries’ signature to the Treaty of London, but now it appeared that the 
Treaty of London suited nobody. Italian opinion, so far as a stranger could 
judge from studying the Italian press, was i)rincipany concerned about 
Fiume. As he understood Signor Nitti’s proposals, Fiumc would be assigned 
to Italy under Italian sovereignty and the Italian Hag, with guaraaitecs for 
the use of the port, not only by Croatia, but also by Hungary and, he thought, 
Transylvania. The first question he wished to ask was wlicllicr the Free 
State was to vanish? He assumed that, in this event, the territory which was 
to have been included within the Free State would be assigned to Croatia, 
since its population was mainly Slovene. He thought that there had been 
force in what M. Trumbitch had said in the morning as to the desirability of 
applying some principle to this settlement, and the main principle was not to 
take national populations out of their own country. If the Slovenes were torn 
in two there would assuredly be trouble for Italy. There would be created a 
Slovene Irredenta. After all, it was the Irredenta Italiana that had eventu- 
ally broken up Austria. It must be remembered, however, that the Slavs 
were wont to hang together. Russia, for example, had always picked up the 
quarrels of Serbia. Hence, it was undesirable to have a great tract of Slovene 
territory handed over to a foreign country. He supposed, therefore, that if 
Fiume became Italian, the rest of the Free State would become Jugoslav. 

As regards Zara, it was very awkward to tear out of Dalmatia its capital, 
with all the Government buildings established there. In this event, the Jugo- 
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slavs would have to establish their capital at Spalato. Zara had no resources 
except as the capital of Dalmatia. He suggested, therefore, that it should not 
be definitely independent, but should be placed under a special statute — a 
corpus separatum, or call it what you like — ^in order to maintain Italian culture 
and to secure that the Italians there received fair play. He had asked M. 
Trumbitch whether, in the event of such a solution, it would be necessary to 
remove the capital, and he had replied that it would not. If, however, Zara 
was made independent the Jugoslavs could not be expected to maintain it as 
the capital of Dalmatia. 

As regards Albania, no one seemed to want it. If, therefore, the Italians 
were willing to take it, they would not find anyone else desired to have it. 
If Signor Nitti were really looking for trouble, he would perhaps like to have 
Ireland as well, where exactly the same sort of trouble existed! The trouble 
was, once you took these places you could not get rid of them. He thought 
that M. Trumbitch had established a very good case for a readjustment of 
the boundaries of Albania. If a mandate for Central Albania were given to 
Italy she ought to agree to an adjustment of the boundaries. 

The first question he wished to ask, however, was as to whether the whole 
of the Free State would be assigned to the Jugoslavs in the event of Fiume 
becoming Italian. 

Signor Nitti said that there was one general consideration which he ought 
to mention. The Treaty of London had been made between the British, 
French and Italian Governments, and the great State which had become the 
protector of the Slav races, namely, Russia. Presumably, in accepting the 
Treaty of London, Russia was satisfied that it did justice to the Slavs. 

(During the translation of this passage from the French, Mr. Lloyd 
George interposed that the Russians had detested the treaty, and had 
said that, rather than sign it, they would prefer not to have the co- 
operation of the Italians. Signor Nitti replied that it had been signed 
by M. Sazonov.J Mr. Lloyd George made the rejoinder that Russia 
had never thought the treaty a fair one, but that, eventually, Mr. 
Asquith had himself persuaded them, and the Tsar had said that to 
please the Western Powers he would sign whatever they liked. The 
Tsar had not wanted Italy to come into the war at all.) 

Signor Nitti, continuing, said that, in view of the Russian signature, he 
could not admit that the Treaty of London was against the Slavs. On the 
contrary, it had contributed to accentuate the aspirations of the Southern 
Slavs, and he wished to throw into relief the fact that the Treaty of London 
could not be considered as directed against the Slavs or their interests. 

As regards statistics, they were a matter of extreme uncertainty in the 
eastern regions where the races were so mixed, and all sorts of racial, ethno- 
logical and religious interests were involved. He did not believe that the 
statistics quoted by M. Trumbitch could be reUed on, or existed. The 
populations were much too mixed for reliable statistics* For example, he had 
said that there were 2,000 Serbs in Scutari. According to a map prepared 

I Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1910-16. 
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by a French military authority, liowevcr, there were no Serbs there. It was 
understandable, and perhaps a noble aspiration, for these young countries 
to try and find compatriots in other countries, but what M. Trumbitch had 
said was not the fact. 

The question of principal importance, however, was that of Fiume, which 
had never been a Jugoslav town. It had been a great Hungarian town, and 
M. Trumbitch had insisted that the Italians had been brought there for 
political reasons, but, nevertheless, it was an liistoric fact that the Italians 
were there in a great majority. Italy desired to have the frontier of the Treaty 
of London, with a small correction of the frontier, for military reasons, in the 
region of Senosecchia. The object of this was to prevent Ineste, in the event 
of war, being within the I'ange of heavy guns. Soutli of tliis he desired to have 
the frontier of the Treaty of London. In addition, if Fixime was to be an 
Italian city, it must be connected with Italy by a corridor, since it could not 
be separated from Italy. 

He asked Mr. Lloyd George to bear in mind that of all the countries in 
Europe, Italy was the one that would have the smallest foreign element in its 
population if these proposals were earned out. It was almost impossible in 
adjusting frontiers to avoid including a certain number of foreign populations 
within national frontiers. 

If Italy received Fiume he was disposed to give up the whole of Dalmatia 
(except Zara) . Dalmatia had formed the Romxui bridge-head to the Balkans, 
and any Power with ambitions in the Balkans would wish to kcc]) it, but he 
was prepared to renounce it. He could not, however, renounce the town of 
Zara, which was purely Italian. Zara, however, did not really estabUsh a 
very great difficulty, because of the tradition of small States in the Mediter- 
ranean. Italy already had one such small State in San Marino, which, to 
some extent, was maintained at Italian expense. His reason for making a 
similar demand in the case of Zara was that it was an entirely Italian town. 
So moderate, however, was the Italian point of view that I taly did not claim 
the whole district of Zara, which she knew was inhabited largely by Jugo- 
slavs, but only the limits of the municipality. Italy had no business interest 
in Zara tind accepted it only as a national heritage. For Zara he would 
propose a special constitution with a right to choose its diplomatic repre- 
sentation. He did not ask that the diplomatic representation should be 
Italian, but that Zara itself should choose whether it should be Jugoslav or 
Italian, or whether it should be represented by one of the Allies. 

In regard to the rest of Dalmatia, he wished to make one other claim, 
namely, that the Italians should be allowed to decide whether they would 
claim Italian citizenship. 

The whole question should be considered as a political one to be settled on 
the basis of mutual convenience. 

In conclusion, he thought there should be no difficulty in reaching a com- 
promise. By the Treaty of London, Italy was to receive frontiers from near 
Mount Tarvis to the Gulf of Fiume, without, however, including Fiume. 
She was also to receive Dalmatia, a number of the islands, and Valona. He 
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now said that if Fiume was confided to Italian sovereignty he would be 
satisfied with a frontier down to the Gulf of Fiume rectified only in regard to 
Senosecchia, and to provide a connection with Italy. 

(During the translation of this part of Signor Nitti’s statement he 
explained the situation on a map.) 

All the rest of the coast would go to the Jugoslavs, including the whole of 
Dalmatia. Zara alone was to be made independent and was to be free to 
choose its diplomatic representation. In the rest of Dalmatia the Italians 
should be free to elect for Italian nationality. As regards the islands, he only 
asked for those which President Wilson had agreed should be assigned to 
Italy, together with Lagosta and Gherso. Valona, he thought, was not in 
dispute, and as regards Albania he was prepared to discuss the northern 
frontier. 

M. Glemengeau said that he had listened with the closest attention to the 
exposition of the question made by Signor Nitti and Mr. Lloyd George, and 
he would now define the questions on which a discussion should be instituted. 

He accepted the ideas of Signor Nitti as regards the settlement of Albania. 
He accepted that Italy should have a mandate for Central Albania, and that 
the southern froiTticr of Albania should be adjusted to include Argyrocastro 
and Koritza in the Greek territory. No fundamental objection had been 
raised by Signor Nitti to this. As regards the north of Albania, he would 
accept that the frontier should be readjusted so as to extend the territory of 
the Jugoslavs as far as St. Jean dc Medua. 

There remained other questions. As regards Fiume, if Italy would accept 
his views in regard to Albania, he would accept Italian sovereignty and the 
Italian flag in Fiume. This was hard for liim to do, not because he was un- 
willing to give what Italy asked, but because only to-day he had received 
from d’Annunzio’s friends in Fiume a letter headed ‘Ville de Fiume’, asking 
to be heard by the conference. This made it a little hard to give Fiume to 
Italy under the menace of d’Annunzio. M. Orlando had said that he would 
suppress the trouble in Fiume, but instead he had fed d’Annunzio’s troops 
there. If Fiume were completely free he would have no scruples. But from 
the point of view of the conference it was disagreeable, because it meant 
yielding to a rebel whom the Italian Government could not suppress. In 
spite of this, however, he would accept Signor Nitti’s proposal. _ He was 
willing to agree to Fiume becoming Italian, because it was an Italian town. 
When he agreed to this, however. Signor Nitti asked him to hand over terri- 
tory connecting Fiume with Italy, and he objected to this for the very reason 
that the population of this territory was not Italian. He believed that Aere 
were something like 20,000 to 30,000 Slavs in the country between Fiume 
and the Italian boundary. He was not disposed to concede this, unless new 

reasons were given in favour of it. 1 j 1, 

Further, Cherso and Lagosta were not Italian, and he could not make a 

concession here. 

As regards the islands, he did not know how many Signor Nitti proposed to 
claim. Did he want as many islands as possible? (Signor Nitti inteqected 
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that he would only claim as few as possible, and he thought they could agree 
there.) 

As regards Dalmatia, it must be remembered that the Serbs were a nation 
who, in discussion, would resist foot by foot. He had been impressed by what 
M. Trumbitch had said in regard to the neutralisation of Dalmatia. What 
M. Trumbitch had said was that by neutnilising the coast he deprived 
Jugoslavia of the right of defending herself, which was ecpiivalcnt to depriv- 
ing her of the right of existence. Compared with the Italians, the Serbians 
(who were a nation of only 12,000,000) were not in a position to attack, but 
the Jugoslavs said that if they were not allowed to fortify their coasts they 
would be helpless and could not defend themselves if an 1 talian force was 
landed there. 

As regards Zara, he preferred Mr. Lloyd George’s plan, but if tlie Italian 
solution was pressed, he was disposed to agree to it. M. 'rriunbitch had said 
that if Zara became Italian he could not keep the capital there ; but Zara had 
no other means of supporting itself. 

These were the principal points. If they were agn'cd th(;y might be dis- 
cussed one by one and an agreement must be reached. He asked Signor Nitti 
if he was prepared to do this. 

Signor Nitti said that he had the greatest po.ssible intei cst in settling this 
question. He did not wish to leave Paris for Italy until the ciuestion had lieen 
settled. It was a question not only of foreign policy, but also ofinteraal policy 
in Italy. M. Glemenceau had spoken of d’Annunzio. To sjieak frankly, he 
did not think that he could be suspected on this question, as he had been ex- 
posed to attacks and a regular literature had been created against him on the 
subject. As chief of the Government in Italy, however, he could be satisfied 
[w] with what had happened. It must be recalled, however, that d’Annun- 
zio’s action was an expression of a national spirit of exaltation. Italy had 
entered the war without being forced to do so, and it had been necessary to 
rouse the national spirit; and out of this tlicre had arisen a great Adriatic 
programme. No doubt the question had been very greatly exaggerated. 
Now, however, after all these hopes had been raised, there was a disposition 
for public opinion in Italy to point out how little Italy had received. 

D’Annunzio had come to be regarded as an expression of tliis national 
opinion. He himself would like to settle the Adriatic question, but unfor- 
tunately it was beset with great difficulties. D’Annunzio was in a town where 
the whole of the population was as agitated as he was himself. Italy could 
not have settled the question without using guns to fire on the town. It was 
essential, however, that the question should be settled as soon as possible. 

(M. Glemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George interjected at this point that 
this was their opinion also.) 

Continuing, Signor Nitti pointed out that under the Treaty of London 
Italy had been granted hundreds of islands. Now she was only asking for those 
islands which President Wilson had been willing to assign to her, together 
with Lagosta and Cherso. 

Lagosta was an island with a very small population. Cherso was a much 
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more important island. The great objection to its being handed over to Italy 
had been that it would enable Italy to block the channel to Fiume. This 
question would, however, now disappear, since Fiume was now to be Italian. 

As regards the frontier of Fiume, Italy claimed the frontier of the Treaty of 
London with the modifications he had named. It was true that this included 
a connection with Fiume, and that the territory concerned included a majority 
of Jugoslavs; but it must be remembered in this connection that Italy was 
abandoning a considerable population in Dalmatia and a population of a 
superior civilisation. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked how it was proposed to establish communica- 
tions between Italy and Zara. 

Signor Nitti said that this was an entirely different problem, since there 
was all the Adriatic between Italy and Zara, whereas Fiume was close to the 
Italian frontier. 

M. Glemenceau pointed out tliat the excited state of opinion in Fiume had 
really been created by the Italian Government itself. He knew that not 
Signor Nitti but his predecessors were responsible for this. The Italian 
Government had had no right to send 21,000 men to Fiume. They had had 
no right to take the command there. They had had no right to post bills on 
the walls with the Italian Grown on the top. They had no right to allow 
riots to arise which had resulted in Frenchmen being killed. They had had 
no right to compel England, the United States of America and France to 
withdraw their ships from Fiume. When they had done all this they turned 
round and said that this was not the fault of the Italian Government. If 
there was a state of excitement in Fiume it was directly due to the action of 
the Italian Government which had endangered the peace of Europe. All the 
Allied ships had had to withdraw, the French leaving last of all under the 
threat of d’Annunzio, after French subjects had been killed. This being so, 
it was not a pleasure for him to have to yield to the Italian claims. He could 
not forget all that had happened owing to the mistakes of the Italian Govern- 
ment, nor the humiliation of having to order these ships to withdraw at the 
behest of d’Annunzio. This being so, he thought that Italy should make her 
demands as small as possible. He asked Signor Nitti where he would like to 
begin the detailed discussion — ^in Albania, in Fiume, or wherever he wished. 

Signor Niiti said he would prefer to begin in Fiume. 

M. Glemenceau referred to Signor Nitti’s statement that he had wished 
to take a complete settlement home with him to Italy. He must understand, 
however, that this was not possible. The settlement could not be complete 
without the co-operation of the United States of America. All that could be 
done was to reach an agreement and then to notify to President Wilson that 
this arrangement had been reached in the interests of Europe and to ask him, 
with every possible argument, to accept it. Without President Wilson’s 
consent, however, it was impossible to say that the conference agreed. He 
was reminded by M. Bcrthclot, however, that if the Jugoslavs could be 
induced to accept, the agreement of President Wilson would be much more 
probable. 
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Signor Nitii said that this was, without doubt, (|uitc true, but if Italy 
agreed and the Jugoslavs accepted. President Wilson would not have very 
much to say in the matter on a strictly logical argument. 

M. Clemenceau said that logic did not govern the world. 

Signor Nrm said that if the Allies agreed in the spirit of the solution the 
Jugoslavs would accept. 

M. Clemenceau said he was ready to discass the question of Fiume at 
once. Taking for granted that Italian sovereignty was to be retained over 
Fiume, the first question that arose was as to whether there should be a 
corridor connecting Fiume with Italian territory. 

Mr. Ll-oyd George said there was also the question of s<;curiiig facilities 
for the development of the port and railway. 

M. Clemenceau and Signor Nn’ii agreed. 

M. Clemenceau said he thought it would be an advantage not to have 
this corridor. It would, of course, be more agreeable for the Italian people 
to see a map with a corridor on it. There were disadvantagi^s, however, in 
having a large town at the edge of a frontier. 'I’liGsc disadvantages were 
especially acute in the ease of Fiume, which was separat(;d from another part 
of the town only by a ditch. This was not a satisfactory arrangement, as 
unquestionably it would become a centre of agitation. What was sought at 
the present time was a permanent peace, and this was th<^ main interest of 
Italy’s allies in the matter. He himself, however, would not refuse the corridor 
on these grounds if it did not take territory that was inhabited by Slavs. It 
would be necessary to include the shores of the Gulf of Qiiarncro and the 
southern part of the Istriau Peninsula, which was purely Slav. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that Volosca, a town of ;{4,700 inhabi- 
tants, only contained goo Italians. 

M. Clemenceau said that to put the question the other way, what would 
Italy say if there were a similar disparity of population just across the borders 
in Jugoslavia? 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that at Castel Nuovo out of a population 
of 16,600 there were only seven Italians, yet that would be included in Italian 
territory under Signor Nitti’s proposals. It was impossible to defend that sort 
of thing. The only argument that could be advanced was to enable Italy to 
have a road from Trieste to Fiume. There were only seven Italians in the 
whole place. 

Signor Nrrxi said that putting aside the Treaty of London, which in- 
cluded Volosca in Italian territory, Abazzia and Volosca were seaside towns 
full of hotels with a very mixed and variable population, and consequently 
the statistics were deceptive. On all frontiers there were mixed populations, 
even on the French frontier. It must be borne in mind that there were nearly 
40,000 Italians in Dalmatia in such places as Spalato and Scbenico, but Italy 
realised that it was inevitable for her to lose them, and she did not dispute it. 
Did his colleagues, however, not think that it was important to secure a con- 
nection between Italy and Fiume? He could assure them it was very im- 
portant. However, he would make a proposal reducing the number of 
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Jugoslavs in. Italian territory to a minimum and bring it on the following 
day. ® 

Mr. Lloyd George questioned whether there were in reality so many 
Italians in Dalmatia if Zara were left out of account. 

M. Glemengeau said he was inclined not to give Gherso and Lagosta to 
Italy. It was essential that the port of Fiume should be free, but if Gherso 
were given to Italy she would have command of the entrance channel. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that the population of Gherso was 3 to i 
in favour of the Jugoslavs. 

Signor Nitti said that Lagosta was an entirely different question from that 
of Gherso and should belong rather to a discussion of the strategical con- 
siderations in the South Adriatic. 

As regards Gherso, the cultivated part of the island was almost entirely in 
the hands of Italians, and the whole municipality consisted of Italians. It 
was connected by a bridge only 7 metres wide with the island of Lussin. 
Everyone was agreed that there was a majority of Italians in Lussin, which 
should be assigned to Italy. The two islands, however, being connected by 
a bridge, were practically one. Nearly all the educated and commercial 
classes in Gherso were Italians. The great objection to Gherso being Italian 
had been that it would bar the way to Fiume, when it was proposed to 
establish a free State. The situation now under discussion, however, was 
entirely different. Italy had agreed that the island of Veglia should be J^ugo- 
slav. It had been agreed that Lussin should be Italian. In Gherso it was true 
there was a majority of Jugoslav inhabitants, but the bourgeoisie of the islands 
were entirely Italian. The island itself was of no great importance. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that Veglia had been assigned to the Jugoslavs 
because it had an overwhelmingly Jugoslav population a pd contained only 
1,500 Italizins. Italy must not claim as a merit that she had given this up. 
The Jugoslavs might as well claim it as a merit that they had given up 
Taranto. The island of Lussin had been assigned to Italy because it con- 
tained an Italian majority in its population. If, however, Lussin and Gherso 
were one island, it would be foimd that the total population contained a 
large Groatian majority, and it should therefore be assigned to the Jugoslavs. 
No case had been established for assigning it to Italy. He was wondering 
how much the Serbs and Groats were prepared to take. If they would 
accept an agreement the Allies could certainly accept it. He suggested that, 
as on the following morning M. Qemenceau had to preside at the French 
GouncH of Ministers, he and Signor Nitti and M. Trumbitch should meet 
together and try to reach an agreement. 

M. Glemengeau said he would give Mr. Lloyd George aU his powers. 

Signor Nitti asked that Mr. Lloyd George would not insist on this proposal. 
There were certain rules established in this conference and it would be better 
to adhere to them. He knew the Jugoslavs very well, and they had very exag- 
gerated ideas. It would be better to approach them with the autliority of 
the Entente. Mr. Lloyd George could obtain all the information he liked from 
the Jugoslavs, but for him it would be very difficult to attend this meeting. 
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Mr. Lloyd George said he understood Signor Nitti had already met 
M. Trumbitch. 

Signor Nitti said he had only met him personally and not officially and 
did not feel that there would be any use in doing so at this stage. He asked 
the source of Mr. Lloyd George’s statistics. 

Mr. Lloyd George said they were tlic official Austrian statistics of igio 
which were not likely to err in the direction of being jiro-Slav. * 

M. Glemengeau said that the conference now wished to reach its goal, and 
to do so great resolutions were required just as it was necessary to whip up a 
horse to cross an obstacle and win tlie race. He himself had had to make great 
concessions again and again, and he appealed to Signor Nitti to do the same. 
He was a very charming personality, but he had an iron mind. 

Signor Nitti said he was only a modest parliamentarian. 

M. Glemengeau said that a modest parliamcntanan in Italy could teach 
much to Fi'cnch and British jiarliamcntarians. It was no use continuing the 
discussion unless some agreement could be reached on Fiutne. 

Mr. Lloyd George sakl that he and M. Glemenceau coidd not inake 
concessions; all they wanted was agreement. The Jugoslavs might agree to 
something which was being fought over at the present time, lie thought it 
was a great pity, therefore, that Signor Nitti could not agree to meet the 
Jugoslavs. It would take twice as long to reach an agreenieut if he and 
M. Glemenceau had to argue first witli Signor Nitti and then with the Jugo- 
slavs. Why should the latter be treated as enemies instead of as friends and 
allies? 

Signor Nitti said he would bring fresh proposals on the Ibllowing day. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he wanted an agreement with the Jugoslavs, 
and not to have to force something on them. Otherwise Presidcnl'Wilson 
would make the strongest objections. 

M. Glemengeau asked whether Signor Nitti would not meet Mr. Lloyd 
George the following morning with a view to reaching an agreement. 

Signor Nitti agreed to call on Mr. Lloyd George on the foliowing morning 
at 1 1 o’clock and to bring his proposals.^ 

( The conference rose at 3.20 p.m.) 

Paris, January 12, ig20. 

2 No record of Signor NItti’s visit to Mr. Lloyd George has been traced in Foreign OlTici 
archives. 
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No. 69 


G.M. 2.] Notes of a Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs^ held at Quai 
d'Orsay^ Paris ^ Tuesday^ January 13^ 1920^ at ii a,m.^ 

Present: U,S.A,\ Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Lord Gurzon; secretary, Mr. Sargent. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 
Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: USA.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. Great Britain: Gapt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Gammerlynck. 


The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Gapt. Fuller, R.N., Gomdr. Macnamara, R,N., Mr. 

Malkin, Mr. Gampbell, Mr. Herman [? Norman], Mr. Hutchinson. 
France: Adi. Le Vavasseur, M. de Fleuriau, M. de Serruys, M. Laroche, 
M. Seydoux, M. Escoffier, M. Fromageot, M. Hermitte. 

Italy: Rear-Adl. Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Mancioli, Gapt. Ruspoli, 
R.N. 


I. The Council had before it a note, dated January 12, 1920 (Appendix A), 

. , from the Drafting Committee, in reply to certain 
Hungary Repor^f questions raised in a note from the Financial Commission 

Drr^iing Committee on (Appendix B) , concerning the relation of Croatia-Slovenia 
nature of compromise be- towards Hungary in common law. 
tween Hungary and Fromageot explained the note from the Drafting 

Croatia-Slovema Committee (Appendix A) the conclusion of which was 

that there was no need to grant the request formulated by the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Delegation in its letter of December 29, 19^95 
the Treaty with Hungary could remain in its present form as far as that 
question was concerned. 


After a short discussion. 

It was decided: 

to rej ect the alteration to the text of the Treaty with Hungary requested 
by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation in its letter dated December 29 , 1919 . 

2. A note from the Financial Commission dated January 12, 1920 (Ap- 
Treaty of Peace with pendix C), was laid before the Council, in which the 
Hungary. Report of former pronounced against an alteration of the text 01 
Financial Commission on Article of the Treaty with Hungary corresponding 
modification requested by Article 21 1 of the Treaty of Saint-Germain, which 
Economic Comnission of requested in a report of the Economic 

ArticL^snlfTreaty Commission dated December 27, 1919 (Append D).® 
with Austria M. Cheysson explained the note from the Financial 


Commission (Appendix C). 

" This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: the 

Paris Peace Conference, igiQ, vol. ix, p. 968 f. . . „ j- xi 

® Not printed. This appendix was identical with No. 48, appendix 11, q.v. 
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M. Scialoja: I am entirely in favour of the conclusion adopted by the 
Financial Commission. In addition to the considerations urged l)y the latter, 
another argument may be invoked, i.e. that the question ol' entail lias nothing 
in common with that of public undertakings. It is a qiu^stion of interior 
regulation and concerns private international law. If Si'rbia considers the 
institution of entail as contraiy to public ord<T, she will be jierfectly free in 
future not to recognize this mode of transferring [iroperty within her tciritory. 
In I taly we have taken certain measures against trusts, wliich we, consider have 
drawbacks of an economic nature. 'Fhere is nothing to prevent Serbia from 
taking similar measures if she so desires. But it is, I repeat, a domestic 
question which arises more naturally in legal timns than within th<i sphere of 
finance and politics. 

M. Serruys: The question niised by the Italian Foreign Minister presents 
a certain gravity and much exceeds the Article in (piestion. 1 do not tliink 
it at all obvious that the provisions of the 'I’reaty with Hungary leave Serbia 
entirely free in her domestic legislation where tlu;se <aitails are concerned. 
1 would point out, moreover, that a similar r[uestion lias arisini in Roumania, 
where a law has just been promulgated concerning the seltlenient of foreign- 
ers. The provisions of the Treaties in force are apjiarenlly opiioscd to the 
application of this law to fonner Austro-Hungarian nationals. 

M. Scialoja: Serbia will obviously not be able to confiscate these entails, 
but will be free to regulate the conditions of acluiinistration and snceession 
of these properties as she likes. 

M. Serruys: Entail represents (inite a special I'orni of properly which docs 
indeed seem to be guaranteed by tlic provisions of the Treaties. They con- 
stitute an economic appropriation of ceded territory and 1 think they can be 
compared to a certain extent with public concessions. 1 would, moreover, 
point out that, according to the solution we propose, the Rc[)uratious Com- 
mission could, after liquidating such projicrty, attribute it as it thought best. 
This property might therefore return to tlic Hungarians themselves. Without 
in any way prejudging the financial clauses, we thought it fair to free Serbia 
from an economic appropriation which might become vciy formidable. 
Moreover, the position of Serbia is particularly critical from the point of 
view of reparation, since the Serbs possess no Hungarian security in Serbia, 
since sequestrations which had been enforced wci'c rmsed as a result of the 
enemy occupation of Serbia. Sums owed by Serbia to Austria-Hungary were 
paid as the result of violent measures taken by the occujiying authorities, 
sale of furniture. See. Serbia therefore possesses no material security for the 
sums owed her by Hungary. I do not think the alteration we propose is 
contrary to the general system forbidding the liquidation of property of 
persons belonging to ceded territories. 

M. Gambon: I see good reasons in favour of each of the two solutions pro- 
posed to us, one by the Economic Commission and the other by the Financial 
Commission. My opinion is that, as M. Scialoja suggests, the question comes 
chiefly within the legal sphere. In those circumstances, I rather think it 
would be wise to refer the question to the Drafting Committee, which might 
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be consulted immediately. In my opinion we should nevertheless explain to 
it the desire of the Council that, where domestic legislation is concerned, 
Serbia should be assured freedom in the liquidation of these entails. 

Lord Curzon: I am in favour of the solution proposed by the Financial 
Commission. I know that the Economic Commission has given its judgment 
after thorough investigation, but I note that no British representative was 
present during its deliberations. Had the British representative been present, 

I do not think the Commission would have reached an unanimous decision. 
For my part, I am quite prepared to settle the question immediately by 
accepting the conclusions of the Financial Commission. 

M. Scialoja: I am also in favour of this solution. 

M. Cambon : We must nevertheless avoid appearing to cover and perpe- 
tuate the institution of entail which may present serious dangers for Serbia, 
and at least be certain that the Serbs will be entirely free to settle the method 
of succession of these domains as they think best, without the possibility of 
opposing the provisions of the Treaty to the legislative measures they may be 
called upon to take. A question of private international law arises which 
might be referred to the Drafting Committee. 

M. Scialoja ; I myself am a legal expert and I am unable to understand 
what legal objection could be formulated with the object of refusing Serbia 
complete freedom of action where her domestic legislation is concerned. 

M. Cheysson: I must point out that the Financial Commission has not 
examined the question in principle; it has merely given its decision on the 
clearly defined proposal of the Economic Commission. 

M. Laroche : To avoid all difference of interpretation, would it not be 
possible to introduce a short provision expressly reserving the right of the 
Serbs to regulate as they wish the conditions of transmission of the domains in 
question, while protecting them against any attempt at liquidation or seizure? 

M. Scialoja : I do not see what article there is which could possibly be 
opposed to measures taken by the Serbs. 

M. Serruys : It is the article protecting the property of enemy nationds 
inhabiting ceded territories. The institution of entail implies certain special 
forms of ownership and administration of property which might, like ex- 
emptions from taxation, be considered as forming part ofthe property itself 
and consequently as being protected by the same provisions of the Treaty. 
If we leave the text of the Treaty unaltered, it is to be feared that the Hun- 
garians will maintain that the Serbs have no right to alter the transfer of 
property as provided for by the instrument constituting the entail. 

M. Laroche: An article might be inserted making it possible for the Serbs 
to abolish the law of entail subject to an indemnity to the owners. _ 

M. Scialoja: I do not think such a provision necessary. In my opiiuon 
the abolition of entail can in no way be considered equivalent to confiscation. 

M. Gambon: Even if a provision of this kind is superfluous, I see no draw- 
back to inserting it. ■ i. tr 

M. Scialoja: If we provide for an exception in the Treaty wth Hungaty 
a similar provision would have to be inserted in all the other Treaties, whicl 
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has not been done. General legal i)rindplos are obviously applied, without 
any necessity for expressly stating the fact. 

M. Gambon: In view of the legislative confusion arising out of the creation 
of so many new States and the litigious nature of the Ihuigarians, we must 
avoid leaving any doubt which might later catisc the Serbs serious diHiculties. 
I think it would be better to provide a special provision for the ease under 
discussion. 

M. Scialoja: The aim of the Serbian request was nothing lc.ss than the 
confiscation of entail, which we cannot allow. I should like to know which 
article is feared for the domestic liberty of Serbian legislation. 

M. Skriwys : It is Article 276 [ 267 ] of the 'I’rcaty of Saint-(Jerinain. 

M. Sgiai.oja: 'i'hat Article refers expressly to the case of seizure or liquida- 
tion, It does not, therefore, apply to the situation under consideration. By 
raising useless exceptions we risk causing doubt as to the general rule to be 
applied. 

M. Larocsitk: Then we might dnifi a reply to the Serbian note indicating 
the reasons for which their request was not allowed. 'I’hey would thus know 
that they arc free to alter the conditions of transfer and administration of 
entail if they think fit. 

M. Gambon: 'This solution seems to me the best. M. Scialoja, whose 
opinion has prevailed, might, if he will, imdertakc to draft this rci>ly to the 
Serb-Groat-Slovcnc Delegation, explaining to them the reasons for which 
their freedom of domestic legislation on tliis question of entail remains intact. 

It was decided: 

(1) to adopt the couclusions of the Note of the h'inuneial Coiiiiiiission. of 

January 12, 1920, and not to alter the Article of the 'Tnnity witb 
Hungary corresponding to Article 211 of the Treaty of Saint- 
Germain. 

(2) to instruct M. Scialoja to draft a reply to the note of i\u\ Serb-Croat- 

Slovene Delegation of December 12, J919, <^xplaiuiiig tlu^ reasons 
for which there is no need to grant its requcKt and specifying that no 
provision of the Treaty is opposed to the right of the Herh-Croal- 
Slovene State to settle by provisions of domestic legislation th(i con- 
ditions of transfer and administration of entails situated williiu the 
districts ceded by Hungary to the Serb-Croat-Sloverie Slate. 

3. The Council had before it a joint note, dated January 13, 1920 (Ap- 
pendix E )3 from the representatives of the Economic Commission and 

3 Not printed. This short note proposed that article 21^4 of the treaty of peace with 
Austria should be modified to the following effect for insertion in the treaty of j^eace with 
Hungary: ‘i. To take into account, in determining the quantities to be delivered, the 
amount of lignite which Czecho-Slovakia received from Hungary. 2. Not to burden 
Hungary with new obligations, such as would result from the furnishing of traction coal 
from the Pecs mines to the S-C-S State. 3. To subject the furnishing of lignite by 1 lungary 
to Poland and Czecho-Slovakia to the same conditions as those which are imp(^sed on these 
States in connexion with the furnishing of coal to Hungary. The text attached hereto has 
been unanimously approved by the Mixed Commission.’ This text (not printed) was, with 
verbal variation, the draft of article 207 of the treaty with Hungary, which is printed in 
Tim Hungarian Peace Negotiations ^ vol. i, p. 607. 
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those of the European Goal Commission. This note was in favour of an altera- 
Treaty of Peace with of Article 224 of the Treaty with Hungaryj-^ which 

Hungary. Report of makes it compulsory for the Czecho-Slovak State 
special Commission on and for Poland to supply Hungary with a certain 
nwdifications to Article S07 quantity of coal or hgnite in exchange for food-stuffs 
claimed by the Czecko- materials. 

Slovak De egation ^ Serruys commented on this note from the 

Economic Gonunission. (Appendix E).^ 

It was decided : 

to adopt the conclusions formulated in the note from the Economic 
Commission dated January 13, 1920 (Appendix E),3 together with the 
alterations to Article 224 of the Treaty with Hungary ,4 indicated in the 
annex to that note. (See also Appendix E .)3 

4. M. Seydoux: The last time that the question of enemy trade in Turkey 
. came before the Council, a note from the French Delegation 
tr^e inlru^^”'^ discusscd (sce H.D. 1 22,5 Appendix H), favouring the 
retention of the status quo; and the British Delegation had 
likewise drawn up a proposal of five points (see h.d. 122)® reaching practi- 
cally the same conclusions. As the Italian representative considered that the 
question concerned the Reparations Commission, he asked to refer the matter 
to his Government. The United States Ambassador also declared that he 
must refer the matter to Washington. 

Lord Curzon: The proposal of the French Delegation and that formu- 
lated by the High Commissioners in Constantinople differ very slightly. 
Nevertheless the latter applies to Bulgaria in the same way as to Germany, 
which is not, I think, the case in the former. I should think it better to accept 
the proposal formulated by our agents on the spot. 

M. Seydoux: The original proposal of the High Commissioners in Con- 
stantinople considered a very strong reinforcement of the measure at present 
in force. The French Delegation thought it was impossible to render the 
existing state of affairs more severe at a time when the Treaty was about to 
enter into force and that it was sufficient to retain the status quo. The desired 
object was not to paralyse German trade in Turkey, but only to prevent 
German direct action for propaganda purposes in a country with which we 
are not yet at peace. When the question came before the Council, the British 
Delegation submitted a draft of five points the conclusions of which almost 
equalled the retention of the status quo. I should like to know whether the 
proposal referred to by Lord Curzon is really that of the five points or the 
telegram from the High Commissioners in Constantinople asking for much 
more radical measures. 

Lord Curzon: I am referring to the five points proposed by the British 
Delegation and I recommend their adoption. 

4 This reference should be to article 2:24 of the treaty with Austria (article 207 of th. 
treaty with Hungary) : see note 3 above. 

s No. 51, 
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M. Sctaloja: Those five points amount in short to ('xc.liuHng direct trade 
by sea between Germany and 'I'urkey. 1 shoultl n<;ve.rtlicl(‘ss like to make one 
remai’k: sinc<i wo discussed this question a fresh fact has ariscai, i.c. the entry 
into force of the Treaty of Versailles. Since tlie day hed'ore yt'slci day, Ger- 
many has ceased to be an enemy Power and enjoys all rights not expressly 
taken from her by a definite pi’ovision of the 'frealy. 1 do not think we could 
find in the Treaty of Versailles any provision limiting Geinuuiy’s right of 
trade abroad. 

Lord Gukzon: Germany’s rights are limited by the; conditions of the 
Armistice with I’urkey. 

M. Seydoux: Article a 3 of the Annistice Convention, with Turkey forbids 
all commercial relations between Turkey and the (knitral Powers. 

M. Scialoja: But Germany was then an emnny Power while to-day, 
from the legid point ol' view, she is a neutral Power between us and 
Turkey. 

M. Gambon: We cannot impose restrictioius on Germany, but we are free 
to impose them on I'urkey, with whom we are not yet at peace. 

M. Scialoja: 1 think there is nevertheless a serious difficulty in so 
doing. 

Mr. Wallace: My Government is not in sympathy with this proposal. 
We are not at peace with Germany as you are, and we think that the Repara- 
tions Gommissiou should deal with the que-stion, so that the i)ayn)ent of sums 
owed by Germany to the Allies may not be made more dillicult by imposing 
useless restrictions on her commerce. 

M. Gambon: The French Government has received from Washington a 
telegram indicating that the United States has informed Germany that their 
relations with that Power arc still regulated by the Armistice Convention of 
November ii, and by subsequent agreements. 

Mr. Wallace: My Government’s point of view on this (piestionis perhaps 
broader, for the United States are not as especially interested in this question 
of reparation as other countries. 

M. Seydoux: I would recall the fact that, the last time that the Council 
discussed this question, the Italian representative thought that the question 
concerned the Reparations Commission, but M. Glemcnceau pointed out 
that the Reparations Commission was only competent to deal with the 
execution of treaties already in force and the majority of the Council ap- 
peared to agree with him. I would add that the system we recommend puts 
no obstacles in the way of German-Turkish commercial relations, but merely 
limits the possibilities of direct relations and conscriucntly of German 
influence in Turkey. German trade with the Ottoman Empire is therefore 
not abolished. Moreover, this trade cannot, in my opinion, have a great 
effect on the question of reparation. 

M. Scialoja : It would be well to examine the five points separately. 

M. Gammerlynck read the five points of the British proposal. (See 
H.D. 122.)® 

M. Scialoja: I think these five. points can be accepted. But the drafting 
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of them must be altered in such a way that we do indeed seem to forbid 
Turkey, and not Germany; to trade. 

Lord Gurzon: I approve entirely M, Scialoja’s proposal. 

It was decided : 

(1) to approve in principle the five points of the British proposal con- 

cerning the prohibition of enemy trade in Turkey as they appear in 
the Minutes of the Meeting of January 5 , 1920 (H.D. 122) ;5 

(2) to instruct the British Delegation to modify the drafting of these five 

points so as to address the prohibition against trading formulated 
therein to Turkey and not to Germany. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for 

instructions from his Government. 

5. The Council had before it a note, dated from Coblenz, January 5, 1920 

(Appendix F),« from the Interallied Rhineland High Com- 
Cos^ of Int^allicd j^ission. This note asked the Supreme Council to decide 
mine an igi Gonomission should be refunded by 

Germany by pnority, before Reparation, and on the same 
footing as the costs of the army of occupation. 

M. Scialoja: I should consider that there are drawbacks to accepting 
purely and simply the proposal submitted to us. It seems to me dangerous to 
depart from the terms of the Treaty. Now the latter expressly states what 
are the privileged expenses to be refunded before reparation. The costs of the 
Interallied Rhineland High Commission are not included in that category. 
To include them with a high hand would be to create a dangerous precedent, 
and, were that example followed, would risk lessening appreciably the com- 
mon security of Reparation. In any case, I do not think the Supreme 
Council, whose existence is coming to a close, is competent to take a de- 
cision of this kind, the result of which might be serious. Only the Reparations 
Commission could deal with the question. The rather vague wordng of 
Article 248 leads one to suppose that the Reparations Commission is com- 
petent to deal with the matter. I should see no drawback to the extension of 
the competence of the Reparations Commission in this way; but I should 
object to the Supreme Council entering on a course of action which would 
lead to a derogation of the Treaty. 

M. Gambon: We might certainly refer the question to the Reparations 
Commission, although its Chairman is in favour of the proposal submitted 
to us. 

It was decided: 

to refer lo the Reparations Commission the proposal formidated in the 
note dated January 5 , 1920 , from the Interallied Rhineland Commission. 

6. Admiral Le Vavasseur commented upon the note which appears as 
Appendix G. 

® Not printed. This note had already been the subject of a resolution of the Supreme 
Council on January 9, 1920: see No. 53, minute 8 and note 8. 
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Mr. Wallace: Is the proportion of 2 per cent, which it was proposed 
D-isiribution of enemy to to the Uxuted States in the distribution of enemy 

sutfece zvorships , sub - wai'slxips and docks maintained? 

marines , ami port Admiral Le Vavasseur: I’hc Nax'al representatives have 
material ]md no occasion to examine the question anew since they 

submitted their report iti which they proposed the bases of distribution which 
the Council examined and which the American representative was to submit 
for the approval of his Government. 

Mr. Wallace: Inasmuch as the arrangement is maintained, 1 am author- 
ized to state that the Govcrnnicnt of the United States will not demand or 
expect to receive any portion of the surrendered (hu-niau Navy, or of the 
material which is to be handed over as reparation foi- Scajia I'^low. 

Lord Curzon: Does the United States Government’s waiver of the pro- 
portion allocated to it apply also to the vessels which were to be employed for 
propaganda purposes? 

Admiral Le Vavasseur: The question of the pro])aganda. ships is entirely 
distinct from the question of distribution of tonnage. 

M. Bertuelot: 'I'hc United Stales refuse the 2 per cent, allocated to them 
because they consider that proportion iusulficient : that considerat ion does not 
apply to the propaganda ships, for the distribution of which they are upon the 
same footing as the other Allied Powers. 

M. Gambon: The Council will record Mr. Wallace’s declaration. The 
distribution can be effected forthwith. 

Lord Curzon: As a result of the United States’ waiver of their share, a 
surplus of 2 per cent, remains. I propo.se, if the Jajiancsc Ambassador has no 
objection to that procedure, that it be divided equally between France and Italy. 

M. Matsui: I accept Lord Gurzon’s proposal. 

M. Gambon: We thank Lord Curzon for his friendly proposal and accept 
it gratefully. 


It was decided: 

(1) to approve definitely the basis of distribnlion. of eucwiy warships, 

submarines, and port material, provided for in the nisolu lions of the 
Supreme Council bearing the respective dates of Nov<‘.niber 29, 1919 
(See H.D. 102),^ December 2, 1919 (ll.D. Ll)4),8 ami December 9, 
1919 (ILD. 110) ;« 

(2) to allocate to France and Italy, in equal shares, the two per cent. 

attributed to the Government of the United Slates, to wliich the 
latter waived all claim ; 

(3) that the waiver of the United States Government to the percentage of 

two per cent, refers expressly to the reservations made by Mr. Polk 
concerning the ratio attributed to the United States in the distribu- 
tion of enemy warships (H.D. 102,’ Paragraph 4, Minute 1, also 
H.D. 110,® Paragraph 1, Minute 1), of enemy submarines (H.D. 
104,8 Paragraph 3, Minute 9, also H.D. 110,® Paragraph 1, Minute 1), 
and of port material (H.D. 110.® Paragraph 1, Minute 1, and 
Appendix A, Paragraphs 2 and 4, to H.D. 110). 

’ No. 32 (minute 1). * No. 34 (minute 9). ® No. 39 (minute i). 
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7- The Council had before it a note submitted by the Secretariat General 

r> t‘ frt, concerning the general collection of the Conference records 

Publication of the (Appendix H). 

records of the Con- -ri - 

ference -hscoFFiER: All practical arrangements are made in 

order that the publication of the records of the Conference 
may be made as soon as possible and approximately within a period of from 
six to nine months. But a certain number of questions of principle arise in 
connexion with the publication on which we require instructions from the 
Council. 

The first is that concerning the printing of the records of the Supreme 
Council. Should they be printed, and if so, how many copies, and in what 
conditions should they be distributed? From both the historical and practical 
points of view, it seems better to have these documents printed, since they have 
been struck off on the duplicator on fragile paper and would disappear 
quickly were they to remain the only copies. 

M. Cambon : The duplicator is certainly a poor means of preserving the 
traces of our deliberations for history. In my opinion it would be better to 
have a small number of these documents printed, on condition that they were 
placed in the archives without being made public. 

Mr. Wallace: I have a very strong impression that Mr. Wilson con- 
sidered the conversations of four which took place sometimes at his rooms, 
sometimes at those of Mr. Lloyd George or M. Clemenceau, as absolutely 
confidential and never to be printed. Does M. Escoffier think that the 
deliberations of the Council of Four should also be printed? 

M. Berthelot : When we spealc of printing these texts, it must be clearly 
understood that it is not a question of publishing them. We simply mean that 
it would be better to have these texts printed, both for the examination of 
precedents and for the work of future historians. 

Lord Gurzon : The question is of much importance. A careful distinction 
should be made between documents which it is a question of publishing and 
those which are simply to be printed while retaining their secret character. 
Plenary meetings and those of the Commissions can eventually be published. 
But I am here referring specially to the nainutes of the various Councils, 
Council of Ten, Council of Five, Council of Four. These are very confi- 
dential documents which only exist in type and which it is now proposed to 
replace by printed documents in order to ensure their preservation.*® In 
theory I accept this proposal, the advantages of which are obvious, but subject 

In making this statement Lord Gurzon was unaware that during the earlier part of the 
Peace Conference the British delegation, by direction of the War Cabinet, had printed at 
Auteuil, for confidential official use, a number of copies of certain of these records, notably 
the ‘I.C.’ records of the Council of Ten and the Council of Five or Foreign Ministers. 
(Records of the Council of Heads of Delegations were never so printed.) This discrepancy, 
with its bearing upon resolution 2 below, was subsequently observed in the Foreign Office 
and the matter was taken up with Sir M. Hankey on March 16, 1920. A member of his 
staff informed the Foreign Office that the French delegation had been fully aware of the 
British printing of these documents and had had several copies of them. In view of this 
statement no further action was taken in the matter. 
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to tlic I'cscrvalioii lliaL (he figure propf)secl by the Secretariat General of 
100 copies for each of (he Allied and Associated I’owers seems to me clearly 
too largo. Such a large- uuniber ofeopies would lead to a divulgation of these 
docuincirts which must remain wholly secret. I would jjroposo fixing the 
total lunnber ofeopies printed of the records of the Supreme Council at 50. 

It should be understood that, once (he printing was don(% (he forms would 
be destroyed. 

M. Bkrtiiki.ot: 'I’hat is uiulerstootl : moreover, they always arc destroyed. 

M. S(iiAi.qjA; Was (hen; not a period when (here were no regular minutes, 
but only note's tak(;n by (he various secretaries, esp<'e.ially by Sir Maurice 
Hankey and M. Mantoux? 'riu-se notes cannot take (he place of real minutes 
and in those circumstances it s(;enis to me rather difficult (o think ofhaving 
them printed, even if they arc to remain secret. 

M. BKR'riiKt,o'r: 'I’his is how it happened. With one singh- <;xe.('p(iou wliich 
1 shall give later, the records of the Su[)rc)ne. Council first formed two sets of 
minutes. One was drawn n[) in I'arglish by Sir Maurice Uaukey and is a 
model of the kind, the other was prepared by M. de Bearn under my direc- 
tion and its aeeuraey is also certain. It was not till lat(;r (hat a joint secre- 
tariat was established, responsible for drafiing one single .set of minutes. 
Those minutes are attested and arc the only ones pr(;[)Jir(‘d under absolutely 
regular conditions. But the two .sets of minutes })r<;par(;d by Sir Maurice 
Hankey and M. de Bearn complete each other r<'maikably and could per- 
fectly well serve its a basis for printing, especially in vi<;w of tin; fact that it is 
a question of documents not meant for i)rcscntation to the public. 

The exception which I pointed out just now applies to tlu; Council known 
as the Council of Four, or of Three, according to whether the Italian Repre- 
sentative was present or not. Strictly speaking, no regular minutes were 
taken down. As regards the first few meetings, notes exist which were taken 
down by M. Mantoux, who was acting as interpreter. 1 1 w;us not until half 
way through these meetings that Sir M. Hankey drew up minutes which were 
much more complete than M. Mantoux’s notes.*' As to the latter, it was 
decided that they should be destroyed, and oixly one copy (hereof exists 
which is in tlie possession of M. Glcmcnceau, who keeps tli<;m in a .safe, and 
I think, intends to destroy them. Mr. Wilson and his colleagues were very 
much concerned that tliese notes should not become known, .so that they 
themselves should not be confronted with them later. As to the minutes 
drafted by Sir Maurice Hankey, it would be a pity to destroy them. One 
copy exists, in the possession of the English, and another, which wc have. 
I should be in favour of these copies being kept, with the undershmding that 
each Government undertakes, on its honour, to treat them as absolutely 
secret. I see, therefore, no objection to destroying the notes taken down by 
M. Mantoux, more especially seeing that these contained disjointed con- 
versations, and that traces of the conclusions arrived at by means of these 

The recorded meetings of the Council of Four began in the last week of March, 1919' 
Sir M. Hankey attended only intermittently before April ig when his attendance as secretary 
became regular. 
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conversations are evident in the resolutions of the Council of Four, which are 
preserved in the archives of the Secretariat General, as in those of the Dele- 
gations of the Great Powers. 

M. Sgialoja: Since these resolutions are extant, would it not be ad\dsable 
to distinguish between them and the deliberations of the Council of Four? 
In my opinion the resolutions should be arranged in groups and even dis- 
tributed to all the Delegations, since they are of general interest. The publi- 
cation thereof should include any reservations, made with regard to one or 
other of these resolutions, by any members of the Council. I do not think 
that any one of these resolutions is of a secret nature. Once these resolutions 
had been published it would be time to consider whether the deliberations 
should or should not be published in extenso. 

Lord Gurzon; This being the case, which are the documents of which 
there is a question of publishing 50 copies? 

M. Escoffier: The position therefore is as follows: in the first place, it is 
now merely a question of the records of the Supreme Council. As regards 
the Council of Four no documents are to be printed. The deliberations of 
the Council of Five and those of the Council of Ten are to be printed, the 
total number of copies being 50. 

M. Matsui : I should like to point out that we were not represented on the 
Council of Four, and do not know what took place at its meetings. 

M. Berthelot: You were aware of the resolutions taken by the Gpuncil 
of Four. 

M. Escoffier: As regards all the other records of the Conference, the 
Secretariat General agrees with the Drafting Committee in considering that 
the distribution of those documents should be effected in accordance with 
the rules laid down in the Note of September 23, 1919, section I (see Ap- 
pendix G).^^ It also considers that the meetings of Commissions of a general 
nature should be distributed to all the Powers with limited interests, and that 
the minutes of meetings of Commissions on which only a few of the Powers 
with limited interests were represented, should be distributed only to the 
Powers represented thereon. As regards publicity, the Secretariat General 
is of opinion that only the minutes of plenary meetings should be made public. 
Other documents of the Conference, which would be marked ^confidentiar 
would be reserved exclusively for the use of the Governments. 

Mr. Wallace: When will the minutes of the League of N ations be published? 

M. Escoffier: If it were necessary, we should, from a material point of 
view, be ready to publish them in a week’s time. 

Mr. Wallace: It would be most embarrassing for the American Govern- 
ment if these documents were published before the ratification of the Treaty 
by the Senate. 

M. Escoffier : We are merely considering a complete publication of these 
documents which will not take place before five or six months at the earliest. 

The Delegations will be kind enough to inform the Secretariat General 
how many copies they require of each set. A double edition will be made of 

In error for Appendix H. 
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tlie records of llic CJotiftuciicc, one part printed in ICn^ijlisli und<'r the auspices 
of the British Delosation,'-' iuid the otluT in ]<V(nu-h, drawn up by the 
Secretariat General. 

]L was clc<‘.ide(l : 

(1) lliaL Lho ininnUis of the nicclin^s of iho (!oun<‘jl of ihe Hoads of 

{Jovcriinionls should not l )0 priiilod. 'riu" British and Fr<-;nch(yovern- 
nionts should proservo tho notes lakon at I hose nieolin();s and kept 
hy thoin, plodginp; thoms<dvos to treat th(^ sann^ as st,ri<^lly secret; 

(2) that ihe. roe.onls of tho (knuicil of Hoa<ls of (xovornnnuils and Foreign 

Muustcirs, iht^so of the Coun<‘.il of Kondgn Minish^rs, and those of the 
(louncil of Iloa<ls of Delogalions shoidd Ih‘ prinlod, lh<^ total number 
of copies being 50, atul dislrihutod lo I ho (iovernnu'iils of the 
Principal Allied and Associato<l Powers, at lh<^ rate of ten per 
(iovcnimont. Tho ty [)0 usc<l to print those <loouinonls should be 
dcstroy<;(l as soon as the latter were vvorko<l olf; 

(3) that all the resolulions (with the reservations referring I hon^A)) adopted 

hy the vari<ms ('ouucils inontioned in paragraphs (1) and (2) above, 
should be prinlt'id in a separate eolleetioii an<l <lislril)uled to each of 
the Alli<^d aiul Asso<dute<l Powers; 

(4) that the conclusions of l^irt B of llte Note from t he S<‘erelariat (Tcneral 

be adopted (Appendix 11); 

(5) that a double edition be inacle of the r<M‘A>r<ls lluis printed, one part in 

Knglish under the auspices of the British Delegation, and tlie other 
in i’Veneh und(T the auspices of the Seen'itariat (General; 

(6) that each Delegation should inform the Secretariat (Jen<‘ral of the 

munber of copies of each set which it would reejuire, 

8, The Council had before it a Nolo from the British Dt'U^galioii dated 
January 1920, coucenung this question (Appendix I). 
American Repmenia- BKRTiiKixrr commeiilcd u[)on this Not<^ H(; added 

tmi on the Intcralhed following: It sccuis to inc that llic (lucslioii raised by 

Control in Ca many British Delegation should be considered as setllcd by 

a previous resolution of the Cknineil, wluireby Aiiicricaii 

“ The preparation of the English edition was begun in the tV)reign ( )irK'<‘ as soon as the 
British archives of the Peace Conference had been transfcrr(‘d fnun Paris, But in the course 
of preparation it became apparent Uiat the English records, other than iliost^ of the Supreme 
Council in its various forms, were in a number of casc\s of doubtful vahu‘ as (’ompared with 
the often belter authenticated French texts. Furthenuore, llic^ orders plat'C'd by foreign 
governments for the English edition were smaller than had hvcu anticipated so that by 
the summer of 1922 it was calculated that the projected I'higlish e(litif)n, already planned 
on a reduced scale as compared with the French Recudl GMral (ks Arles tie la Confirence de la 
Paix^ would involve a iinancial loss of about Under thesc^ <'ir<:un\stanc<‘s the British 

Embassy in Paris on December 4, 1922, communicated a in(‘nK;rau(luiu to the Ambassa- 
dors’ Conference in which it was observed that ‘the completion of the t!<lition would involve 
the British Government in a loss of some thousands of pounds for <;ditorial and printing 
expenses. In the present stringency of national fmancc-s the British Cioveriiiucnt cannot 
feel that it would be justifiable to incur this loss, and the British l^hnbassy is instructed tlxere- 
fore to announce to the Conference of Ambassadors that the British CJov<Tnin<'‘nt do not 
propose to proceed with the English edition, as originally approved by the Council of 
Foreign Ministers on January 13, 1920.’ 
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representatives are free to take part, or not, in Commissions sitting in 
Germany, to be present at their meetings in an official or officious 
capacity, according to the instructions from their Government. Under these 
circumstances it seems to me that the Chairman of the Interallied Xaval 
Commission of Control in Germany cannot refuse to receive American Xaval 
Officers who apply to him with a view to taking part in the said Commission. 
It is not for us to change our view on a question which we have had much 
difficulty in preventing the Germans from raising. 

The Drafting Committee decided that the Germans could not derive any 
argument from the absence of the American Representatives, with a \iew 
to evading the obligations imposed on them under the Treaty. 

Lord Gurzon : The British Note raises two questions. It is a question here 
of American naval representatives who have come from the United States 
in order to take part in the work of the Commissions at Berlin and Heligo- 
land. On tlie other hand, however, the American Government is sending no 
representative to the Military Commissions. I cannot understand the differ- 
ence thus made by the Americans between the Military Commissions and the 
Naval Commissions. 

Mr. Wallace ; I cannot understand it any more than you, and I will put 
the question to my Government immediately. 

Lord Curzon: The second point is of practical importance; i.e. who is to 
pay the allowances of these officers. M. Berthelot teUs me that there is no 
reason for refusing to recognize them. I admit this, strictly speaking; but 
the German Government will doubtless refuse to pay them, and naturally 
the British Government cannot think of doing so. What will the position be? 

Mr. Wallace: In view of the fact that the Germans have not yet raised 
any difficulties on that point, it would be better to leave the question open 
until I have received the instructions which I am going to ask for immediately. 

Lord Curzon : If we are to wait for instructions from Washington it would 
be preferable for these officers not to take part in the labours of the Com- 
missions until we know what our position is. 

Mr. Wallace: It is possible that these officers may be provided with 
credentials from the American Government without my knowledge. 

M. Berthelot : There has probably been a lack of co-ordination between 
the American military and naval administration. It would be advisable for 
a joint decision to be taken, or for the American Government to point out 
the reasons for this difference which has been established between the two 
situations, which appear to be similar. In any event it seems that we ought 
to leave the American officers entirely free to act as they think fit. 

Mr. Wallace: I shall endeavour to obtain some light on the subject, and 
I hope to receive a reply with[in] a very short time. 

Lord Curzon: Then we will do nothing before we hear the decision of the 

American Government? . ^ r • 

M. Berthelot: We might, however, ask the ^erican officers to refrain 
from taking part in the labours of the Commission until this shght mis- 
understanding has been cleared up. 
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M, Camron: Wo inform the (Ihairman of the (Joinmissiou that the 
Supreme Couiuul is a.skiug for explanations from Washington (Iirough the 
intermediary of Mr. WalUu'c, and considers it preferabhi that the American 
ojfKccrs refrain from taking part in the meetings of the Commission until the 
Government of the Ihiitc^d Stat(\s has made known its intentions. 

It was decided: 

to inform the (Ihairman of the Interallied Naval (lommissiou of Control 
in (ic^rmany in r<’:ply to the Iatter\s re<|u<^st eonct^rning the question of 
Aineriean representation on the .sai<l Commission that tlie American 
representative on the Supreme. Council was asking his (h>v<‘nunenl whether 
the American ollicms were authorized to take part in the labours of the 
Commission ; and that pending a reply from the. (hivernnum tat Washington 
it would he pnd’erahh^ for these, odie.ers to ndVain provisionally from 
atteiuiing the meetings of the Commission- 

9. IjORI) Gurzon: 1 should like to raise an important (lueslion concerning 
... the formation of our Council itsidf. 'This Conference has, 
hsfam,^atiim oj months, iiicliulecl M. ( Ihanenc.c^aii as Ropre- 

scutative ol franco, Mr. Polk as Re[>resentative of the United 
States, Sir Eyre Clrowe us Rci)rcs<nilativc of the Hritish I'inipire, M. Scialoja 
as Representative of Italy, and M. Matsui as Reprcs<uit:Uive ol'Japan. 

It was deckled two days ago to replace this (lonucil by a (lounc.il of Foreign 
Ministers. 'I’hc present state ol' alfairs can only lasi a f('.w days, since 
M. Scialoja and myself have neither the time, nor the jjossibility, nor -so 
fiir as I niyselfam concerned I will add - the competence, to discu.ss each 
day questions of detail which take considerable time. The object of my 
journey to Paris was to examine the Adriatic, question as also l'urki.sh affairs. 
It would be impossible to j)rolong my stay beyond a I'ew days. M. Scialoja, 
who has represented his country for several months on the Conference, is 
better informed than I am of the questions which arc IxTore it, but he also is 
pressed for time. It is therefore impossible for the present Council to be pro- 
longed for more tlian a few days. It is to be replaced by the Ambassadors’ 
Council. Would it not be preferable for the Ambassadors’ Council to take 
our place without delay? It would be better for it to cxamiiu; forthwith the 
questions with which it will deal in future. I confess that 1 think the forma- 
tion of our Council to have been a mistake, and that it would have been 
better to institute from the outset the Council of Ambassadors. 

M. Gambon : The considerations put forward by I^ord Gurzon arc most 
certainly worthy of attention, but I should like to point out that wc were 
appointed through a decision of the Heads of Governments, and it is for tliem 
to decide whether wc remain in function or disperse. 

It seems to me that Lord Gurzon’s proposal is beyond our competence. 

Lord Gurzon: I do not think so. It was not the Council of Heads of 
Governments which appointed us, but rather the Supreme Council, of which 
we are the legitimate successors. I consider, therefore, that we arc perfectly 
free to dissolve if we think the time has come. 

See No. 54, minute 4. 
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M. MATsm: As far as I personally am concerned, the question affects me 
very little, since being at the same time Ambassador and Plenipotentiary, 

I would necessarily take part in either Council. I must point out, however 
that the formation of a Council of Ambassadors was decided several months 
ago, in order to ensure the execution of the clauses of the Treaty with Ger- 
many. It is evident from its mandate that it is only competent to deal with 
these questions. It would not be competent to deal with other questions, 
notably with those concerning Hungary, unless indeed we extend its com- 
petence by a fresh decision; and I see difficulties in the way of such a course. 

Lord Curzon: It would, however, be an actual practical impossibility 
for us to continue to sit indefinitely. 

M. Cambon : In spite of Lord Curzon’s remark, I am not convinced that 
we are not obliged to consult in this matter the Heads of Governments. 
Doubtless one has always the right to commit suicide, but it seems to me that 
it would be diflScult for us to take a decision to dissolve without notifying the 
Prime Ministers. 

M. SciALOjA read the resolution adopted on December 13, 1919, at the 
meeting in London (see Appendix J). *5 He added: In spite of the extreme 
importance of that meeting on account of the rank of the persons attending 
it, it cannot, strictly speaking, be considered as a meeting of the Supreme 
Council. 

I think, however, that Lord Curzon’s proposal is capable of a practical 
solution without our being obliged to adopt it by means of a formal resolu- 
tion. Each of us is free to delegate his powers, and to instruct either the 
Ambassador of his own Government in Paris or one of the delegates at the 
Conference, to represent him. We should thus arrive by practical means at 
the immediate formation of the Ambassadors’ Council which Lord Curzon 
desires. I agree, moreover, with my British colleague in thinking that the 
meetings of the Council cannot continue indefinitely unless the formation 
thereof is changed. 

M. Cambon: I should also like to state that since our agenda is finished, 
there will be no need to fix to-day the date of our next meeting. 

Lord Curzon: This being the case, it is not necessary to form ^ imme- 
diate resolution as regards my propos^. I shall interview the British Prime 
Minister on the subject, and would be glad if my French and Italian col- 
leagues would, on their part, kindly see M. Clemenceau and M. Nitti on 
the matter. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Appendix A to No. 69 
Drafting Committee for the Conference. 

January is, igso. 

I. According to Article i of the Hungro-Croatian Compromise of 1868, 
‘Hungary, Croatia-Slavonia, and Dalmatia form a sole and same poliUcal corn- 
's Not printed. This resolution was, with verbal variation, resolution B (1-2) m No. 62. 
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munity, in relation to other nations, siibjeel to H.M., as \v<tll as in relation to all 
other couiitru‘s.’ 

In practice, however, IVoiii a point of view of inl(‘rualional relations, no 
Croatia-Slavojha-Dalinalian individuality or (‘liaractc'r has ever recognized 
))y the l\)vvers, re|gardl(\ss of what inii*'ht hav<' bctai in fa<-l or in law the position 
or the character ofClroalia in ixdalion to Iliinj;ary. 

2. According to llu^ Austrian 'rnsUy, Articl<‘ '.*o;;, and ata'ordine; to tlu^ present 
draft of the Hungarian 'I’n^aty, Artude iHd, it will Ix' tin' tlnty ofllu' Rej)arations 
Conunission to estiiuate the contributory capacity of the <'(‘d(‘d territories. 

It is true that a Qnaiu'ial eoinpromise convent ionally dct(‘rnun<‘d the (‘onlribu- 
live slmre of (Iroatia in rt'gard to Ikt own and lluu.gary’s nmlual c\pens(\s. The 
last liiiancial compronHsc% drawn up in i()o(>, was to ex|>ir(' in ippp and has not 
been renewed. 'TIu^ drafting’ (loinmittee is unawai(‘ as to wlu'tlier or not this 
cornprotniso has remain(‘d <dlc(‘tivc by tacit a|*r(‘(‘in('nt. 

If the application of th<^ ([notations stipulatt^l in tlu' compn>nns(‘ Ix' achuitted 
in dcUTinining* the share each of the: ('(‘chxl tcrriloric's must assume towards the 
Hungarian (Ud)l, the estimates \vhi(*h are to Ix' d(U(‘rmiii<‘d r.v urffun and |.v/V| hono 
would, autoinalu'ally, fall beyond th<^ coinpet<‘nc<‘ oftln^ R('j)arati()ns ( lomniission. 
Now for j[)oliLieal or otluT reasons, it is possible that th<' j)r<)visions of the com- 
promise wcu’e not based exchisiv(dy on the paying capa<dly of th<‘ two ('ountries. 
A new system would, therefore, not b<^ in (X)nrormity with tlx* g(m('ral [)rinc‘iplc 
adopted, 

3. Finally, it is cU'sirable to indicate that the Financial Arrang;em('nt (Article •>) 
signed by the Serbians, redative to the contributions towar’ds (lu* war (\\p(‘nses, 
has already settled the (pu'slion for llu\se t(Tritori(*s, iiudusiv(‘ of C'a'oatia, by 
sanctioning the solution adopted in the Austrian d'nMty and the ptwsent draft of 
the Hungarian Trenly. 


Appendix B to No. Gp 

T’he Financial Commission, during its meeting of Dt'cemlxu' '.>9, ipip, examined 
letter No. 46G8, and annexes thereto, submiUt'd by the ScTh-Croal-Slovtuie Dcde- 
gation, I’clative to tlic Peace Treaty with Hungary. 

According to the S-G-S Delegation, Croatia-Slov(ana coustilutt's a staler apart 
from Hungary. I’hcse two states alone formexi the country of the Saint-hTienne 
Grown [sic]^ and their unity, comparable to the Austro-Hungarian unity, was 
regulated by compromises. The last of these comp roniist^s was c'stablishtxl iu 1904 
[? 1906]. 

Now that these countries of the Saint-Etienue Grown dissolv<* their union, it is 
desirable to effect a liquidation. The method of conducting this liciuidatiou has 
been set forth by the S-G-S Delegation. The D('U*gatioii considers that iu the 
division of the Hungarian debt and iu tlic payment of public prop(‘rti(\s it will bc 
impossible to apply provisions similar to those insertt^d iu tlu^ Austrian d rcaty, 
which were provided for ceded territories and not for states united under a same 
crown, the separation of which has been decided upon. 

The Financial Commission, before examining the liquidation methods to be 
applied between Hungary and Groatia-Slavonia, desires the opinion of the Legal 
Advisers on the question of International Law raised by the S(Tb D(d(;gation. 

Are there any grounds for assuming that Groatia-Slavonia enjoyed special 

848 



statutes distinguishing her from the Banat, Prekomania, and other Hungarian 
comitats? 

Were the successive compromises between Hungary and Groatia-Slavonia 
similar to the compromises betw^een Hungary and Austria? 

Do they authorize us to conclude that Groatia-Slavonia w'as an independent 
State, possessing an independent debt, and having full possession of domanial 
properties the greater part of which have been, in all probability, governed by the 
common Hungarian administration? 

Do these compromises authorize Groatia-Slavonia to claim a right of possession 
over common Hungro-Groatian property, whether situated in Groatia or in 
Hungary? 

Do these compromises authorize a distinction between the Groat-Slovene 
expenses and the Hungarian expenses, as well as the common expenditures of 
Hungary and Croatia? 

What was the quota of Groatia-Slavonia in the contribution towards the 
common expenses in 1914? 

As soon as the Financial Commission receives the advice of the Legal Advisers, 
it will be in a position to examine the technical provisions proposed by the Serb 
Delegation relative to the division of the debts and the payment of public pro- 
perties. 


Appendix G to No. 69 
Peace Conference, Financial Commission. 

January 12, igso. 

The Financial Commission has examined the proposition made by the Economic 
Commission, relative to a modification to be introduced into the text of Article 194 
of the Peace Conditions with Hungary (corresponding to the Article 260 of the 
Treaty with Germany) destined to give satisfaction to a claim made by the Dele- 
gation of the S-G-S. 

The Financial Commission considers that it is not in a position to appreciate 
whether the maintenance in the Hungarian territories, which have been trans- 
ferred to the Kingdom of the S-G-S, of majorats, ensuring certain Hungarian 
subjects both an economic influence in vast estates and certain lordly rights, 
would not be likely to create political or administrative difficulties. 

The Commission esteems that it is a political question which can only be settled 
by political measures and not by financial clauses. 

The terms of Article 194 of the Peace Treaty with Hungary (corresponding to 
Article 2 1 1 of the Treaty with Austria) should, according to the opinion of the 
Financial Commission, be taken in a restrictive sense, in order not to infringe the 
principle laid down by Article 250 (corresponding to Article 267 of the Treaty 
with Austria), and make it possible to the States which have ceded Hungarian 
territories to obtain through the intermediary of the Reparations Commission the 
disposition of Hungarian property, which they were forbidden to liquidate them- 
selves. 


Appendix G to No. 69 

I. In a resolution h.d. 102 (i)^ of Nov. 29, 1919. the Supreme Council, in order 
to permit Mr. Polk to refer to his Government, decided to postpone th& settlement 
of the percentages to be observed in the distribution between the Principal Allied 
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and Associated Powers, of enemy battleships [jiV] and port material claimed from 
Germany by the Protocol of November i. 

A decision was taken in the resolution h.d. 104® (Vr* of December 2, 

in regard to enemy submarines) . 

2. The 'J’reaty of Peace with Germany will shortly conu! into force. This Treaty 
provides that the ships to be delivered shall he taken to Allied Ports; tliorefore, 
these ports should be indicated; but this cannot he done before the attribution of 
the ships shall have been agiecd upon Ity the Powers concerned. Now this distri- 
bution depends upon the percentage. 

3. For the above reasons, it is rccpiestcd tiiat the Government of the United 
States be invited to make known, as soon its pitssible, whctlier it aceejMs the pro- 
posal presented by the other four Allied Powem, concerning the distribution of the 
enemy surface battleships [.ticj and submarines, and ol the port material. 


Api>kndix H to No. 69 

Document i 

Mole relutive to c General Compilation of tlie Acts oj the (conference 

Peack Gonfkkence, Secretariat General. 

The Secretariat General of the Conference has, at the; r<r<(uest ofthi' Delegations, 
taken up the question of printing a General Compilation ol the Acts ol the Con- 
ference. The plan of classification hereto annexed (Annex A)"’ is approved liy the 
General Secretariats of the Princijial Powers.’® 

The Secretariat General has the honour to submit this plan for adoption by the 
Supreme Council, with a special request that the Counial pronounce, in particular, 
on the following points: 

(A) Printing of the Acts of the Supreme Council. 

Tliose Acts only exist in a state of mimeographed copies, and as they arc liable 
to disappear rapidly, it is desirable to have them printed and kept in the Archives 
of the Governments having participated in the different phases ol the Supreme 
Council. 

It is certain that during the execution of the Treaties of iqiPi Allies will be 
obliged to repeatedly refer, for interpretation of texts, to tlie Resolutions of the 
Supreme Council and to the discussions which preceded their adoption. 

The number of copies of the Acts of the Supreme Council might be limited to 
100 to each of the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

(B) Distribution of the Minutes and Reports of the Commissions. 

In the course of the Conference, copies of the minutes and reports were printed 
and distributed among the Delegations for their immediate needs. However, in 
the course of the execution of the Treaties, the various ministerial Departments of 
the Allied and Associated Powers and the organizations on execution will require 
an ensemble of these documents printed and bound, as is the custom at the con- 
clusion of any international Conference. 

In error for IX, i.e. minute 9. 

17 Document 2 below. 

Note in original: ‘The British Delegation has agreed to publish the compilation in 
English; the Secretariat General will publish the French compilation.’ (See note 13 above.) 
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However, in view of the character of certain Commissions whose deliberations 
are to remain secret, it is desirable to arrange distribution and publicity rules to 
cover these various documents. 

The Drafting Committee has given its views in the annexed note (Annex 
The Secretariat General agrees in regard to the part upon which the Drafting 
Committee was unanimous, but refers to the Supreme Council for a decision 
relative to No. 4 of Part I of the said Note, namely: 

4. Each of the other Allied and Associated Powers should receive the Minutes 
and Reports of the Commissions (including the Sub-Commissions, Committees, 
or Sub-Committees) in which they participated. 

1 . Whether the Minutes of the Commissions should be distributed to Powers 
other than those having participated therein; 

2. Whether these documents should be not only delivered privately, but 
generally published. 

(1) As there were two different kinds of Commissions; those of a general order 
in which all the Powers with special interests were represented by Delegates 
nominated by them; or those in which only a few Powers with special interests 
were represented; the Secretariat General esteems: 

that, relative to the Acts of the first named Commissions, it is desirable to dis- 
tril^ute them to all the Powers having special interests; 

and that, relative to the Acts of the second named Commissions, only the Powers 
represented — and not those merely consulted — should be entitled to these docu- 
ments. 

(2) Concerning general publication, the Secretariat General esteems that, in 
conformity with the rules of the Conference, only the Protocols of the Plenary 
Sessions should he given publicity, and that the other documents of the conference 
which bear the mention ‘Confidential’ should be reserved for the exclusive use of 
the Governments. 


Document 2 

Annex General Compilation of the Acts of the Peace Conference 

CLASSIFICATION PLAN 
Part L Acts of the Supreme Council 
(Not printed and reserved.) 

A. Council of the Heads of Governments and of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs. 

(January 12 -March 24, 1919). 

B. Council of the Heads of Governments (March 25-June 28, 1919). 

C. Council of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs (March 27-July 5, 1919). 

D. Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers (July 5, 1919-January 

1920). 

Part II. Minutes of the Supreme Economic Council 

Part III. Protocols of the Plenary Sessions, and of the Meetings of the Powers of Special 

Interests 

A. Plenary Sessions: Protocols i to 8. 

B. Meetings of the Powers of Special Interests (2 and 3). 

, 1 1 Blank in original. 

Document 3 below. 
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Part IV. (Jotfimissioris of the Conference, {Minutes^ Acis^ and Rcpoiis) 

A. Commiltcc on the Verification oI'Pcwci’s. 

2. Drafting Cbmuiilttx. 

B. General (Questions. 

1. Gomniissiou of the League of Nations. 

2. Commission of the Rcspoiisil)ility of the Aiilliors of the War, and penalties. 

3. Cloinmission on the Reparations of Damagets. 

4. Commission on Interna-tional I^abonr 1 -legislation. 

5. Commission of the International Regime of Ports, Waterways, and Rail- 

ways. 

( 5 . I^'inancial Commission. 

7. liliConoTnu: Commission. 

8. Air Commission. 

9. l^risoners of War Commission. 

10. Cjl(‘Ographieal Commission. 

G. 'J erritorial Qiiestions. 

1. Commission on Czeeho-Slovak AITairs. 

2. Commission on Polish Affairs. 

{a) Interallied Polish Commission, 

{b) Permanent Interallied Teschen Commission. 

(^:) Commission on Polish Affairs (Paris). 

{d) Commission for the Negotiation of an Armistice b<‘tw<‘(ai Poland and 
Ukrainia. 

3. Commission on Roumanian and Jugo-Slav Affairs. 

4. Commission on Greek and Albanian Affairs. 

5. Commission on Danish and Belgian AQairs. 

6. Commission on Baltic Affairs. 

7. Central Committee on 1 erritorial Questions. 

D. Special Questions. 

(<2) Prcpai'ation of the Treaties with enemy States. 

1. Commission of the Drafting of the Military, Naval, and Aerial Glauses. 

2. Commission on Sub-Marine Cables. 

3. Moroccan Commission, 

4. Commission on German Colonies. 

5. Interallied Commission to [sic] the Left Bank of the Rhine. 

6. Tien-Tsin Commission. 

(b) Treaties between Allies. 

1. Commission on New States. 

2, Revision of the Acts of Berlin and Brussels. 

(c) Divers Treaties. 

1. Spitzberg Commission. 

2. Commission on the Revision of the Treaties of 1839. 

Part V. Treaties — Negotiation and Signing of 
A. Treaties and Conventions with Enemy Powers. 
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{a) Germany. 

r. Fr^ the convocation of the German Delegation untU the delivery of the 

Observations of that Delegation on the Peace Conditions (AprH 17- 
May 29, 1919.) 1/ 

^^'aiLc^ ?iVf- German Delegation and Reply of the 

^les. (Minutes of the Reply and Coordination Committees.) (May 10- 
June ID, 1919.) ^ ^ ^ 

3. From the delivery of the Observations of the German Delegations until 
the signing of the Treaty (from May 30 to June 28, iqio) 

Annex — Successive Stages of the Treaty. 


(b) Austria. 

1. Fr^ the convocation of the Austrian Delegation until the delivery of the 

Observations of that Delegation on the Peace Conditions (May 2- 
August 6, 1919.) ^ 

2. Study of the Observations of the Austrian Delegation and Reply of the 

Allies. (Minutes ofthe Reply and Coordination Committees.) (August 

6-September 2, 1919.) 

3. From the delivery of the Observations of the Austrian Delegation until 

the signing of the Treaty (from August 6 to September to, 1919). 
Annex — Successive stages of the Treaty. 


(c) Bulgaria. 

1 . From the convocation of the Bulgarian Delegation until the delivery of the 

Observations of that Delegation on the Peace Conditions. (July lo- 
October 24, 1919.) 

2. Study of the Observations of the Bulgarian Delegation and Reply ofthe 

Allies (Minutes of the Reply and Coordination Committees.) (October 
25“November 3, 1919.) 

3. From the delivery of the Observations of the Bulgarian Delegation until 

the signing of the Treaty (from October 27 to November 27, 1919). 
Annex — Successive stages of the Treaty. 


(d) Hungary. 

I . From the convocation of the Hungarian Delegation until the delivery of 
the Observations of that Delegation on the Peace Conditions (December 

1919)* 



Annex — Successive stages of the Treaty. 

(e) Turkey. 

I . From the convocation of the Ottoman Delegation to the departure of that 
Delegation. (June 4--July 4, 1919.) 


B. Treaties and Conventions ^vith the Allies. 

(a) General Treaties between Allies. 

1. Aeronautic. 

2. Arms. 

3. Spirits. 

4. Revision of the Acts of Berlin and Brussels. 
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(b) Special Treaties between Allies. 

1. Poland. 

2. Czecho-Slovakia. 

3. Sei'b-Croat-Slovcnc State. 

4. Rouinania. 

5. (Ircccc. 

G. Etc. 

C. Treaties and Conventions with other States. 

1. Spitzberg. 

2. Revision of the Treaties of 1B39. 


Part VI. Treaties -TrUty into Force 

A. Preparations of the Entry into Force. 

1. Committee on the Execution of the Clauses of the Tn^aty. 

2. Rhineland Commission. 

3. CiJommissioa on (iennan Colonies and Mandatt^s. 

4. Scapa Flow Commission. 

5. Prisoners of War Connnission, 

6. Organization Connnittec of the Rci)aralions Commission. 

7. Commission of the League of Nations. 

8. Commission on the Organization of die l^abour Coider(*uc(\ 

9. Organization Commission on Mixed 1 ribunals. 

B. Exchange of Notes relative to the Entry into f'orce. 

1. Germany, 

2. Austria. 

3. Bulgaria. 

4. Etc, 

C. Ratification, Accession, and Entry into Force. 

Part VII . Miscellaneous Documents 

1 , Delegation Memoranda. 

2, Fiume and Smyrna Inquiry Commissions. 

3, Etc. 


Document 3 

Annex 'B\ Note for the Secretariat General 


September 

The Secretariat General of the Conference has asked the Drafting Committee 
to present its opinion relative to the distribution of the documents concerning the 
preparatory labours of the Peace Treaties. 
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The Committee has the honour to reply as follows : 

I 

1 . Each of the Allied and Associated Powers and each of the enemy Powers 
concerned should receive the minutes of the sessions of the Congress,^^ that is, the 
Versailles Sessions, relating to Germany; the Saint-Germain Sessions, relating to 
Austria; and the sessions at Paris and Neuilly, relating to Bulgaria. 

2. Each of the Allied and Associated Powers should receive the Minutes of the 
Plenary Sessions of the Peace Conference, which is an Interallied Conference. 

3. Each of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should receive all the 
Minutes and Reports of the Commissions (including the Sub-Commissions, Com- 
mittees, or Sub-Committees) and in general all the official works of the Conference. 

4. Each of the other Allied and Associated Powers should receive the Ivlinutes 
and Reports of the Commissions (including the Sub-Commissions, Committees, or 
Sub-Committees) in which they participated. 

The opinion of the Committee is unanimous on these different questions. 

II 

Relative to the questions as to whether or not the distribution above referred to 
should be extended, and, in particular, if the minutes of the Commissions should 
be distributed to Powers other than those having participated therein — ^whether 
these documents should be given publication instead of being delivered privately — 
the Drafting Committee, whose views on this point are not unanimous, esteems 
that this point is essentially a political matter and that any legislation pertaining 
thereto should be submitted to the Supreme Council. 

For the Drafting Committee. 


Appendix I to No. 69 

British Delegation, Paris. 

January X2, 1920. 

Memorandum 

The question has been raised by the President of the Naval Interallied Commis- 
sion of Control for Germany as to American representation on that Commission. 

He states that the United States officers designated by their Government as 
members of the Commission propose to present themselves to him, in his capacity 
as President. 

His view is that he cannot recognize them as members of a Commission set up 
under a Treaty to which their Government is not a party; and he requests that the 
Supreme Council may decide as to whether the American representatives can form 
part of his Commission, either officially or unofficially. If they co-operate un- 
officially, it is thought that the Germans may have the right to refuse to pay any 
expenses on their behalf. 

It appears that the term Congress was here employed in the technical sense whereby 
a Peace Congress was distinguished from a Peace Conference in that the former, unlike 
the latter, included representatives of enemy powers. 
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No. 70 


T.o.p. 14] Noks of a Adceiing of the Heads of Drlrj'aiioiis of ihe British 
French and Italian. Governnients, held in M. Pichon's Room, (huii d'Orsay, 
Paris, on 'luesdqv, January /;/, Kjito, at p.m. 

Prksknt: British Emfmr: 'I’Ik'; Rij>;ht Hon. D. Lloyd (3(*or/.»<% Prinio Minister. 

France: M. Cl(^ni<':nc(‘;ui. 

flaly: Signor Nitti, (3<^ncral Cavallcro, Oolond Clastoldi. 

SiuiKKTARiAT: British Empire: Sir Al. Hiuikey. France: M. Bcrlhelot 
M. do Martollo, A Stenographer. Italy: Signor dVoinhetti, 

Tlie following were also present : 

British Empire: Mr. L(‘eper. 

France: M. Herlhelot. 

Inti’.rprri'Kr: Prof<\ssor Mantoux. 

Mr. Lr/)Yi) Geor<.;k: 1 liave had another discussion with the Jugoslavs. 
They are quite inclined to accept our proposals, 'i’lut Slovenes would he very 
happy to arrive at a settlement, but it is they who hold all that little corner 
regarding which there is a question of making concessions. 'J'he Prince’s 
secretary' told me that what they expect is that you should im|)()se a solution. 
The Slovenes represent in all 700,000 persons, some of whom must be trans- 
ferred to Italy. There is no doubt that the Croats and Serbs arc ready to 
accept our proposals if wc say clearly to them: this is our solution. 

The CirATRMAN: Signor Nitti, do you accept the regime of Danzig? 

Signor Nitti: It is rather difficult, for the conditions are not the same in 
all the territories. 

The Chairman: I am making a concession; if you make none wc cannot 
arrive at an agreement. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Whereas Danzig is a commercial port, at Fiumc all 
the trade of the port comes from the interior, and if the Serbs and Groats arc 
not given satisfaction on this point we shall not arrive at a settlcmcjit, unless 
the regime of Danzig is applied to the port of Fiumc. The interests of the 
town and port of Fiumc arc altogether distinct from each other. 

Signor Nitti; It will be necessary to study the regime which it is advisable 
to give to Fiumc, while providing international guarantee's. 

The Chairman: Guarantees without some one to apply them arc nothing 
but a scrap of paper. 

Mr. Lloyd George: If there arc any works to be carried out in the port 
of Fiume, it is not the town of Fiume which will bear the expense, but the 
Hungarians and Serb-Groats. 

The Chairman: Do you agree that the town should be assigned to the 
Italians and the port to the hinterland? 

Signor Nitti: By whom will the port be governed? 

The Chairman: How is the Governor of Danzig appointed? 

^ The Prince Regent of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Groats and Slovenes was then in Paris, 
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Signor Nitti: I agree that the organisation of the port should be effected 
by the League of Nations. 

Mr. Lloyd George: It is the League of Nations that appoints the 
Governor of Danzig. 

The Chairman: I agree that it should be the same in the case of Fiume. 

Signor Nitti: Then the Governor of the port will be appointed by the 
League of Nations and the organisation of the port will be approved by the 
League of Nations. We agree. What we desire is that no one’s interests 
should be sacrificed. 

Mr. Lloyd George: The League of Nations will organise the port and 
will have the railway under its control. 

The Chairman: We agree. 

Signor Nitti: Do not let us speak of Danzig, because of certain local 
difficulties. 

The Chairman: We will not speak of Danzig. 

Mr. Lloyd George: And what about Lagosta? 

The Chairman: Signor Tittoni said he did not ask for Lagosta. 

Mr. Lloyd George: And the ‘corridor’? 

Signor Nitti: We are agreed as to the corridor to the north. 

The Chairman: I never go back on my word. If I gave it to Signor Nitti, 
I should be very pleased to do so, but I am giving it to d’Annunzio, and that 
is why I am not very pleased to do so. 

Signor Nitti : When you have granted us that, the matter will be settled. 

The Chairman: Naturally, when I have given him all that he asks he wiU 
claim nothing further. And Zara! 

Signor Nitti : We were agreed as to Zara. But there is still the question 
of Scbenico. 

The Chairman : I give Zara to the Italians as an Italian town, but seeing 
that you have a port like Pola, we cannot refuse Sebenico to the Slavs. 

Signor Nitti : That makes the situation very difficult. 

The Chairman : It is difficult for everybody. I assure you that I state the 
utmost limit of my concessions at once. I cannot take Sebenico from the 
Serbs, otherwise I should be their enemy. The Serbs said the other day that 
if they were attacked they could not defend themselves. For them it is a 
question of life or death. I undertake to bring urgent pressure to bear on the 
Serbs in order to finish with the matter. I have given you everything, I have 
nothing left to give. 

Signor Nirn : The northern frontier is of supreme importance to us. 

The Chairman : I agree that the Albanian population should be given the 
right of minorities. 

M. Berthelot (Director of Political Affairs) : An arrangement might be 
adopted similar to that which was decided upon in the case of the Ruthencs. 
A group of Ruthenes was enclosed in the Czechoslovak State. It was arranged 
that the Ruthenes should have certain rights and parliamentary representa- 
tion. Those rights were defined in agreement with the Czechoslovaks. 

Mr. Lloyd George: The Ruthenes in the Czechoslovak State have a 
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Diet and at llic same time they send representatives to the Czechoslovak 
Parliament. 

M. Bertiiklot: It would not be necessary to constitute a Diet; we should 
be guided by a broad conception of the right of minorities. 

Signor Nitti: It is to the interest both of the L<;aguc of Nations and the 
Jugoslavs that the port should work under the best possible conditions. Who 
will look after Sushak? 

The Chairman: 'fhe League of Nations. 

Signor Nirn: It is important that the question of the railway should be 
settled. 

The Chairman: The Ijcague of Nations will settle it. 

Signor Nitti: 1 beg you to consider this question, if only in the interests 
of the Jugoslavs. 

M. Bkrtheeot: The following ftinnula might be adopted: Fiumc for the 
Italians; Sashak for the Jugoslavs :md the port for the League of Nations. 

The Chairman: We might quite, well adopt that formula. 

Signor Nitti: The important point is that tlie work of the port should be 
cari'icd on. We want the Jugoshivs to give, us a guarantee that they will 
respect those elements of the population who wish to rmnaiu Italian. 

The Chairman: They will only have to become naturalist'd. 

(M. Vcniselos was here amiouneed.) 

The Chiiirman: The bu.sinc.ss before us is to .solve the question of the 
Adriatic. 

llic Italians declare that if you will give them Athens, they will accept it 
with pleasure. 

Will you please state your claims as regards Albania? W(- hope tiiat we shall 
be able to come to an understanding at once, 'fhat is why we have summoned 
you in such haste. 

M. Veniselos: I think that we arc not far from an uudoi'standing. I have 
lately had occasion to discuss this subject with Signor 'I'ittoni. There have 
hitherto been no serious divergencies of opinion. A rectification was con- 
templated of the line formerly traced to the north. 

What decided us on putting forward this claim wtis that if the Hue is main- 
tained as traced, North-Eastern Greece will bo separattid from North- 
Western Greece by the whole of that great mountain chain. 

Here is a map showing the line for which we asked and hero is the. rectifica- 
tion that we submitted, in agreement with a commission with which Signor 
Tittoni put me in touch. 

I can let the Supreme Council have a map showing exactly the rectified Hue. 

The Chairman: Has Signor Nitti any remark to make on this point? 

Signor Nitti: It is a little complicated. It will be necessary to see how the 
frontier has been traced. 

M. Veniselos: As far as I am concerned, I accept this frontier, on which 
we agreed with Signor Tittoni. 

The Chairman: You came to an agreement with Signor Tittoni? 

M. Veniselos: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
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The Chairman: Is Signor Nitti aware of this agreement? 

Signor Nitti: Yes, but it is necessary that certain conditions should be 
fulfilled. 

M. Veniselos: There is a general agreement as to everything that con- 
cerns us. 

The Chairman: Then we are agreed. 

M. Veniselos: If the Supreme Council has no further question to ask me 
I will withdraw. 

(M. Veniselos then withdrew.) 

Signor Nitti: We have relations with the Jugoslavs and with the Greeks, 
and the general agreement of which M. Veniselos speaks is subsidiary to an 
agreement regarding Asia Minor. 

The Chairman: That does not concern us. We cannot agree that the 
question should be stated in that manner. What we are endeavouring to 
bring about at present is an agreement concerning the Adriatic. 

Signor Nitti: In this way we are decreasing the chances of discussion, 
Mr. Chairman, but it is for you to decide the procedure. At the present time 
we are giving without receiving anything. 

The Chairman : As usual! You should have said that when M. Veniselos 
was here. 

Signor Nitti: It is a question of procedure. 

The Chairman: We are at present settling the question of the Adriatic, 
and we shall settle the question of Asia Minor later on. 

Signor Nitti: I wish to make a slight reservation. 

The Chairman : The agreements which you may have entered into do not 
concern us. We are at the present moment settling the question of the 
Adriatic; we shall settle that of Asia Minor later on. 

(Signor Nitti withdrew, leaving Signor Trombetti.) 

(MM. Pasitch and Trumbitch were here introduced.) 

The Chairman : Gentlemen, we have just had a long and comprehensive 
conversation with Signor Nitti. We have discussed aU the points with him. 
Mr. Lloyd George and I are agreed as to the concessions to be made and we 
have insisted on the concessions to be obtained from Italy. As a result of that 
discussion, we have drafted a text which will be submitted to you; after 
having heard it, you will give us your opinion; but I must warn you that it 
will be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to obtain better terms. We have 
done everything that we could. In my opinion, you obtain the maximum 
amount of satisfaction. I have secured Sebenico (?) for you, Cherso and 
Lagosta are left to you. In fine, the note will be read to you. 

(The note contained in the annex [Appendix A] was hereupon read 
aloud.) 

That, gentlemen, is what we have agreed upon. I consider that we have 
made an effort in your favour, which, if I may say so, has been crowned wth 
success. The real price of all this is Fiume and its annexation to It^an 
territory; if we had not made that concession, we should not have obtained 
the rest. 
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As far as I am concerned, I was struck with the argument you put forward, 
namely, that you must be given the right to dchnid yourselves. 'I’hat seems 
to me obvious. That is why I would not give way with regard to Scbenico, 
where you can establish a military port if you so desire. 

The great advantage of this arrangement is that we find a way out of a 
situation which was becoming iasoluble for everybody. If we can tell 
Mr. Wilson that the Italians and Jugoslavs are agreed, I do not think that he 
can oppose liis veto any longer; and that you will [r/c] be a groat success for 
all of us. You keep the islands; the Italians have iiot got Clherso, they have no 
establishment which is really on your coast; Zara, as a free town, can in no 
way prejudice you; consequently, the Scrb-Groat-Slovcnc State will exist 
in the plenitude of iLs power. And above all, yon have Scuta l i, the Drin 
aiid Saint John of Medua. All this seems to me to represent considerable 
advantages. 

I therefore urge with all my power on behalf of the; British (lovermnent, on 
behalf of the French Government, I may say on Ixdialf of Eun)])e, that you 
cause our negotiations to be crowned with success and euabh; us to finish 
to-day. 

M. Trumbitcii; 1 have to express our gratitude to the Great Powers wliich 
have worked for and done their best to arrive at a eoiuj)romise which would, 
in their opinion, cause us most satisfaction, and this smitinunit of gratitude 
makes it all the more regrettable that it should be my duty to raise objections 
to the scheme which has been communicated to us. 'I’he imtire situation, and 
more especially the geographical one, is well known to us, and we arc well 
aware of the importance of the Adriatic ([ucstions for our (mlire State. 

Furthermore, we arc conscious that it is our duty to c.o-oi)cratc with the 
principal Allied and Associated Powers, in order to arrive at a positive result 
in the interests of general peace. This second consideration renders even 
more painful our manifest duty of raising objections with regard to this 
scheme. 

The first question to be dealt witli is that of Finnic and of the tcrritoiy 
which could connect this city with Italy — the question of Italian sovereignty 
over Fiume. 

There are two great groups on the Adriatic, two vast lungs containing 
50,000,000 inhabitants; we have agreed to the cession of Trieste and its great 
slopes to Italy, which proves that we have taken the situation into account. 
This settlement was not an equitable one from the ethnographical point of 
view, but as other reasons militated in its favour, we duly considered them. 
As regards the gulf and town of Fiume, however, as regards this large port 
which is the terminus of a first-rate trade route — the only route of the entii'C 
hinterland, in fact — the settlement proposed is impossible ....•“ 

The Ghairman; We are giving you this port. 

M. Trumbitoh: So I understand, and I beg to express my thanks for your 
intention to allow us trading possibilities with Fiume. The establishment of 
foreign sovereignty at Fiume will, however, render our trade jireivarious, 

* Punctuation as in original. 
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notwithstanding all guarantees, international or otherwise. We would be 
shut out of Fiume, if ever relations became strained beUveen the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State and Italy. Seeing how close the Italian frontier is to the railwav 
which links Fiume with Slovakia [? Slovenia], we should be doneforif compHca- 
tions arose. We cannot yield on this point. Fiume is the only port available 
for our imports or exports, or through which we could obtain war material in 
case of necessity. We have no other access to the sea, no other port . . . .^^ 

Xhe Chairman . You will have this port in peace time. Your argument 
is that war might break out, but this might happen to any country and cannot 
be prevented; nobody can prevent it. You cannot ask us to make arrange- 
ments which would allow a war to break out later on; on the contrary', it 
seems to me that the necessity for co-operation will be yet another reason for 
preventing the outbreak of war. 

M. Berthelot : And then you have the guarantee of the League of Nations. 

M. Trumbitch: That is true, and this argument carries great weight. 
But the existence of the League of Nations does not exclude the possibility of 
a state of war between two States. 

The Chairman : Notwithstanding the existenee of the League of Nations, 
London might perhaps declare war on Paris to-morrow. The friture is not 
within my ken. 

M. Trumbitch: Serbia used to be a State surrounded by neighbouring 
States on all sides. She did everything in her power, accepted any and every 
sacrifice in order to reach the sea, to have access to the sea. We have now 
become an important State, but would not have access to the sea, com- 
mercially speaking . . . .^ 

The Chairman: No, no; you will have Saint John of Medua. 

M. Trumbitch : Time will be required to fit it up. 

The Chairman : Time is required for everything. 

M. Trumbitch : Can we say with certainty that we would have been able 
to organise? If war should break out, should we be able without fail to have 
an outlet allowing of successful organisation? 

The Chairman : It is my opinion that every policy must take time into 
account. I should like, M. Trumbitch, to make a remark. 

Call to mind the time when, in the interests of all, Serbia accepted aU 
Austria’s terrible conditions. Serbia could not well have made a greater sacri- 
fice than the one which she consented to make — and yet this did not prevent 
the outbreak of war. You then behaved admirably, as did France, England 
and the United States, in a war such as humanity had never seen before. 
And now Serbia occupies the entire eastern coast of the Adriatic. She will 
occupy Fiume in peace time. She will be mistress of this port during peace 
time. That cannot be disputed. Furthermore, Fiume is chiefly an outlet for 
Hungary and Transylvania, rather than for Serbia. 

M. Trumbitch: Not for Serbia. 

The Chairman: Well, Serbia is being given all the islands near the coast 
and the entire coast, with Spalato and Sebenico, without being forbidden to 
have a war fleet. . . ? And you say that time will be required for this. I 
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should think so! But will not wc Frcnclimcn, who have had ten departments 
devastated, require time and millions (which wv. have not got) to make good 
our losses? 

I went to Loudon. I went hat in hand to beg of Mr. Lloyd George, so as 
to get a loan from England. Would you not call that a sacrifice? And we will 
have to make m:my more sacrifices. 

Therefore, if Serbia wants everything at oiuu;, we cannot give it to her. 

Nobody opjjoscd the idea of giving Fimne to Italy more than 1 did, and 
yet now I have made an elTort in that direction. And why? So that you 
should have all the rest. You must decide now, or not decidiq you must say 
yes or no. If you say ‘No’, the Treaty of Janidon will have to .settle matters. 
And what a pickle we shall be in. Italy will remain in a slate of revolution. 
This will suit neither you nor us. You will get nothing in Dalmatia, and it 
will be absolutely impo.s.siblc for us to conclude peace*. 

In view of these circumstances, I think that every effort .should be made on 
both sides. I have, moreover, set an example*, and have maele varieius con- 
cessions to the Allies. 'I’licy have femght valiantly in e)ur cau.se, and that is 
why I thought that concessiejns she>uld be made to theun. 1 w'as blamed for 
this in the French Chamber of Deijjuties, but this eliel iieU alle*r my e)i)inion 
tliat I had acted for the best. 

I beg you, tlicrefore, to make an effort. In political life^, the*re always 
comes a time when one must have the courages te) say yets e)r ne); it is the 
attribute of statesmen to know when to be retsedute*. One cannot be a states- 
man without accepting responsibility. 

Some of your countrymen will, I pre.sume, tell ye)u (as I have* been told) 
that you did not put up any resistance, and will blames ye)u. It is always easy 
to formulate reproaches concerning work in which one did ue)t shiirc, and to 
blame those who carried it out. But do not forget that the; fate of Serbia is 
closely linked with that of the Entente, with that e)f England, with that of 
France — ^who arc asking you to consent to what is said in this nene. 

And it is no small thing to see England, who has made enorme)u.s sacrifices, 
to see ravaged France turn towards Serbia and say: ‘You knew that wc have 
opposed Italy for more than a year. French se)ldie;r.s have been killed by 
Italians in Fiume; could there be anything sadder than that? 'I’here were 
English warships in the port of Fiume, and they left; there were American 
warships, and they left. France was the last to go, but she left in the end. 
Do you call that a pleasant state of things?’ 

But there was one predominating object — that of the great peace which we 
shall bring into being, and thanks to which Serbia will begin to take an 
important place in the world. 

As you say, time wiE be required, but no country can develop without the 
aid of time. It is necessary, therefore, that you should accept the situation. 
If you do not accept it, I wiU be unable to negotiate; wc shall have to fall 
back on the Treaty of London, and peace will never be attained. 

At the beginning of the war your nation gave such a grand example of 
sacrifice as made me doubt the evidence of my senses. You were noble and 
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generous; you showed yourselves to be imbued with concern for Europe as 
a whole. England and France intervened gladly on your behalf; they ^vhh. to 
be and to remain your friends, they desire that Serbia should develop and 
grow matenally, territorially, and morally. You cannot say to them; mat 
you have done has been in vain. We are now strangers.’ I beg you not to do 
that. 

Mr. Lloyd George : I quite agree with what our chairman has said. 

M. Trumbitch: Mr. Chairman, your words move me deeply. What you 
have said has gone straight to our hearts, and death would, I tliinl- be less 
painful to me than the fact that I must refrain from telling you, with grateful 
thanks, that I accept the proposed settlement. Yet I cannot accept it. I beg 
that you will not, even indirectly and involuntarily, accuse us of not being 
willing to make a sacrifice in the general interest. We have already given 
proof of our goodwill by consenting to have territory containing 400,000 
inhabitants lopped off. . . .* 

The Chairman: I know that. 

M. Trumbitch : We continue to be willing to make all necessary sacrifices, 
but Fiume represents a political error. How can it profit Italy to take away 
an outlet which does not belong to her, to take Lissa? In Lissa there is not 
one Italian to a thousand inhabitants, who five by fishing and by s ellin g their 
agricultural produce to us at Spalato. What sense is there in demilitarising 
the islands? 

If the reason is to arrive at a settlement of a temporary situation in Italy 
or in our country, I do not consider it a good one. 

What is really necessary is to create enduring relations between Italy and 
ourselves. Would our responsibility not be tremendous towards our nation 
and the whole world if, in twenty years’ time, a dispute were to arise by 
reason of the situation now created? 

The Chairman: Yes. 

M. Trumbitch : That is why the line we now propose is not an academic 
idea. It represents the sum of our convictions on the map. 

The Chairman: I understand. But M. Berthelot, who is very well read, 
quoted a saying of Montesquieu to us the other day, which I should like to 
recall to you: ‘In politics,’ Montesquieu says, ‘one has never to choose 
between a good and a bad course; one chooses between the balance of dis- 
advantages.’ Now, there are disadvantages in the good course and also in the 
bad ; it is between the balance of disadvantages that it is necessary to choose. 

As far as I am concerned, I am not discussing Italy with you, except as 
regards one point, which I am entitled to mention to you, because I said so 
to Signor Nitti. I consider that the strategical position of Fiume is the worst 
that can be conceived. The town is surrounded on all sides by the Jugo- 
slavs, and is only linked to Italy by a narrow strip of land which could be cut 
off by two or three shells. Consequendy, I do not think the position danger- 
ous for the Serb-Croat-Slovene State; on the contrary, I consider it bad for 
Italy. 

But Italy is yielding to a question of sentiment. What can one do? I. 
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cannot forget certain fixets. I have had many quarrels with T taly, but I cannot 
forget that iier soldiers fought and died on our battlelieUls with their British, 
American and French comrades. 

What is one to do? History is not being born to-day ; and she will still con- 
tinue at a time when we shall no longer know her workings. 'I’he pixxsent peace 
is a pause; who can say whether, when inl<“rcoins<^ is re-cstablisluHl between 
Sci-bia and Italy, relations and opinions will not evolve in one diisation or 
another? We can know nothing. Who can say whetlmr diirercnt situations 
will not result in the various territories? We may ev<'n l)i^ certain that tliat 
will happen, because that is fate. 

I can talk to you as I do bcaaiusc of my great age; it is tlu^ only advantage 
1 can claim over you; but the mistake when one makes arrangements, what- 
ever they may be, is to believe that time is going to stand still, that nothing 
will ever change again. Hut everything cliang<;s, my d(;ar IVieiul, the world 
changes, m<;n change as well as countries; trade which u.S(ul to take one 
direction turns in anotlnn'; new relations an; ('stablished. Do you think it 
possible to judge the state of the Europe of to-morrow by tin; state of that 
same Europe five or six years ago? It is quite a diir(;r<mt world. 

Yoix ai'c right; 1 agree with all that you have said, and I have told the 
Italians so; but when I Ji.sk you to mjikc cerUiiu (;oni;cssions, do not imagine 
that life is going to stand still, and that the arnuigenu;uts we an; nuiking will 
rcmjxin unchanged. No. 'J’he just sluirc assigu(;d to you only rcprcs(;nts a 
small share of wider justice. The Itjiliaus luivc tin; I)o(lec.;uies<;; they were 
glad to take those islands from the Greeks at the time of the war with 
Turkey;^ they arc going to restore them. 

For all these reasons, consider the total sum of justic<; and legitimate 
satisfaction which you will have gjiined for your compatriots. Ofeourse they 
will not be entirely satisfied; one never is. France; and England are not 
satisfied; no one is anywhere. But you who are deciding the destiny ofujitions 
at this moment, if you arc convinced tluxt you Jire obtaining n;jil material 
and moral satisfaction for your country, which will incrt;jisc its s<;lf-rc.spcct, 
give it fresh strength for action, and prepare it for the economic struggles of 
the future, you may be sure that you will have done grcjit things in t he interests 
of your country by accepting the agreement we arc jxroposing. 

You will meet with men who will blame you, as we luive been blamed; 
there is no doubt of that. But long after you arc dejid, justice will be done to 
your memory and perhaps statues will be raised to you by the children of 
those by whom you have been insulted. In any cjxsj;, even if no statues arc 
raised to your memory, you will have the satisfaction of Ixjiving lulfillcd your 
duty to your country; for my part, I know no greater satisfaction. 

M. Trumbitoh: I am extremely sorry not to be able to give you a satis- 
factory reply; in any case, M. Pasitch and I cannot assume the rc.sponsibility 
of giving you a definitely negative reply. Please allow us to consult our 
colleagues. 

5 Italy occupied the islands of the Dodecanese during the Turco-Ilalian War of 1911 ■ 1 2, 
and maintained her occupation of them. 
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I would ask you, at the same time, Mr. Chairman, kindly to let us have a 
copy of the note which was read to us, also of the map mentioned in the note. 
The Chairman: That document only states the case approximately. 

M. Trumbitch: I understand; it gives the general outlines. 

( The meeting adjourned at ^.20 p,m.) 


Appendix A to No. 70 
The Adriatic Question 

The corpus separatum of Fiume to be under Italian sovereignty. The town of 
Sushak to go to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. The whole port to be handed over 
with all facilities for its development, as well as for that of the railways terminating 
there, to the League of Nations, which will make such arrangements as it may see 
fit in the interests of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, Hungary and Transylvania, as 
well as of the town itself. 

2. The free State to disappear and the boundary between Italy and the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State to be drawn {a) so as to provide a connection by road along 
the coast within Italian territory, but to leave the whole of the railway from Fiume 
northwards through Adelsberg within the Serb-Croat-Slovene State; where the 
railway from Fiume passes along the coast the boundary is drawn between the road 
and the railway; (b) so as to provide for the protection of Trieste involving a 
readjustment of the Wilson line in the region of Senosecchia; (<?) otherwise the 
frontier to be drawn as marked by the blue line on the map attached^ so as to leave 
purely Jugoslav districts in the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

3. Zara, within the limits of the municipality, to be an independent State under 
the guarantee of the League of Nations, with the right to choose its own diplomatic 
representation . 

4. Italy to retain Valona, as provided for in the Treaty of London and in 
addition, to have a mandate over Albania. The boundaries of Northern Albania 
to be readjusted as shown on the map attached.^ The Albanian districts which will 
thus come to be administered by the Serb-Croat-Slovene State will enjoy a special 
regime as an autonomous province similar to that provided under the Treaty of 
Peace with Austria for the autonomous Ruthenian province of Czechoslovakia. 
The southern Ijoundary of Albania to be the line proposed by the French and 
British delegates on the Greek Affairs Commission, leaving Argyrocastro and 
Koritza to Greece. 

5. The following islands to be assigned to Italy: Lussin, Pelagosa and Lissa: 
the remainder of the islands to be under the sovereignty of the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State. 

6. All the islands of the Adriatic to be demilitarised. 

7. Special provisions will be made permitting Italians in Dalmatia to opt for 
Italian nationality without leaving the territory. 

8. Existing economic enterprises in Dalmatia to have their security safeguarded 
by an international convention. 

PARIS, January 13^ jg20. 

^ Not annexed to the filed original. 
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No. 71 


i.c.P. 15.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Dclegalious of the British^ 
French^ and Italian Govcrimicnls^ held in M. Pichons Room^ Ojm d'Orsay 
Paris, on Wednesday, January 14, if)^Oy at u a.m. 

Prksknt: Emphc: The Ri^ht lion. I). Lloyd (Jeori^o, Priiu<^ Minister; 

SKcrRKTARiKs, Sir JVI, IIcink<*y, Mr. Leepen*, Mr. Philip Kerr, Mi*. Wise. 
Prance: M. Clonicncciin; skcrkiauirs, M. B(t 1 helot, M. DutasUi, M. 
Massigli, A Stenographer. 

Italy: Signor Nitti, (Jeneral ClavallerOj (loloiu'l Clasioldi; sicorktary, 
Signor 'IVonibctti. 
iNTKRPKiiTKR: Proicssor Mantoux. 

1. M. Clemicngkau asked if the Serbs had yet given a n^ply. 

Ihe Alnaiic Berthelot said that they iiacl iinch^rlaktai to send a reply 

before midday, but that they had b<‘en asked to come themselves 
to the council and give their I'cply verbally. 

Signor. Nirn, referring to the document which had l)(^<^n handed to 
M. Trumbitch and M. Pasitch on the previous afternoon, suggested that the 
words at the beginning of paragraph 5, which ant as follows: 

*Thc following islands to be assigned to Italy/ 
should be altered to the following: — 

‘The following island groups to be assigned to Italy.’ 

He pointed out that the council had agreed to accept the islands attnl)uted 
to Italy by President Wilson, and the intention had been to inchule the small 
islets round the principal islands mentioned. For cxaxnph^, the Island of Unie 
should be included with Lissa.* 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was infoi'nied by his cxp<u'ls that this 
interpretation was correct. 

M. Glemenceau accepted the alteration. 

It was therefore agreed — 

That paragraph 5 of the document headed ‘I’he Adriatic^ Question’, 
handed to M. Trumbitch on the previouH day, sliould begin as follows: 
‘The following island groups to he assigned to Italy:—’ 

Later in the meeting the question was raised as to whether (his decision 
should be immediately communicated to M. Trumbitch, but M. Glemenceau 
suggested that it would be better to tell M. Trumbitch and M. Pasitch 
verbally when they attended at the Quai d’Orsay on the same aticxxxoon. 

2 , It was agreed — 

That the Hungarian delegates should be received on the after- 
Hmgary noon of the following day at 4 p.m. and presented with draft 
of the Hungarian treaty. 


* Apparently in error for Lussin. 

866 



3- (At this point Ae following w'cre introduced: Mr. Wise and Mr. 
Commercial Policy Philip Kerr for Great Britain; M. Kammerer for 

in Russia France; and M. Berkenheim and M. Krovopouskov 

representing the co-operative movement of Russia.) 

M. Glemenceau informed M. Berkenheim and his colleague that the 
council had been considering a memorandum by Mr. Lloyd George, in 
which suggestions were made as to what could be *done for the re-estab]&h- 
ment of commerce with Russia.* He would be glad if ^I. Berkenheim would 
indicate his views in a general way. 


2 It appears probable that this document was, or was based upon, the following memo- 
randum of January 6, igao, by Mr. Wise (cf. No. 76, note 5), a British member of the 
Supreme Economic Council, on ‘Economic Aspects of British Policy concerning Russia’, 

which had been circulated to the Cabinet by Lord Curzon on January 7: * 

‘ I . The policy of the Allies in relation to Russia has to be considered from two points of 
view:— (i) Political and Military, (a) Economic. Up to the present, political and military 
considerations have mainly determined Allied policy. 

‘The purpose of this memorandum is to examine the economic aspects of the matter. 

^Russian pre-War Exports, 

Before the war the vast resources of the Russian Empire, crudely developed though 
they were, were a factor of enormous importance in the economic stability and organisation 
of the world. 

Tn 1 9 1 2, for example, Russian exports included the following foodstuffs and raw materials ; 


Grain and flour 






Tons. 

. 8,898,000 

Oilseeds 






206,000 

Oilcake 






690,000 

Butter . 






. 72,000 

Sugar . 






371,000 

Flax . 






. 311,000 

Hemp . 






52,000 

Timber. 






• 5 j 50 o,ooo 

Leather and hides , 






51,000 

Petroleum 






. 827,000 


‘The bulk of this trade was with Europe. Exports to other countries were negligible, 
with the exception of goods sent to China and Persia. They were as follows : 


Germany ..... 
The United Kingdom . 

France and Italy 

Scandinavia, Holland, and Belgium 
Austria ..... 


30 per cent, of the total. 
21 JJ 

„ „ ,, 

^7 ?> Si 

5 35 9> 39 


‘3. The transfer of Russian-Poland would not materially affect the above figures, since 
Polish exports were principally manufactured goods, eggs, and poultry. But, on the other 
hand, Poland imported large quantities of grain, flour, &c., from the rest of Russia which 
do not appear in the above totals. 

‘4. The Russian contribution in wheat to the total world export was 4,000,000 tons, or 
approximately one-fourth of the whole. The United Kingdom was the purchaser of a con- 
siderable proportion of this huge quantity. 

‘Four-fifths of the flax grown in the world was harvested in Russia; some of it of course 
in the new Baltic States. The linen industries of Belfast and Dundee depended on Russian 
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M. Berkknhetm said tlial the situation was in sonic respects very difficult. 
It must be understood that the co-operative society had no politics. They 

supplies for tlir<T-(iuart(Ts of lluMr total raw matcTials. 'Vhry are at i)r<'S(Mit only about 
one-half <'rni)loye(l and stocks are running out. 'I'hey may iti i)n'st‘nt circunistane.es receive 
15,000 tons this year, but their total n<‘(;ds arc at least 80,000 Ions per annum. 

‘About one-third of our total supply of imporl<‘d butt(‘r came dircr.lly or indirectly from 
Russian sourc<'s, and there is no hoi^c of supplying an ade<iual(^ ration until these sources 
arc again opcui to us. 

‘5. On the other hand, th<' United Kingdom alom^ export(‘d to Russia «7 millions sterling 
worth of maniifactun'd and other goods, including n^-cxiiorts, wluw' worth al present 
values would probably Ih^ nearly 75 millions st<‘rling. Tin: d<nnand of th(^ Russian market 
for goods as soon as trade is possibles will undoubtedly Ix' on a colossal s('al(', and will only 
be limit<'d by tb<' pow(‘r of Russia to organise exports for paynuMil. 

* Present Russian Production. 

*(). Information as to ])rcs(Mit Russian supplies of food, raw mal<‘ri:ils, <S:c., is n(T<‘ssarily 
scanty. 

‘'fbe grain harvest is r<‘p()rt<xl to be of almost r(‘cord si/.<', and in addition consid(Tal)lc 
surpluses of grain from previous harvests have been siorc^d up by the pt^asaiUs. From the 
ar(‘a previously oe.cu])i<‘d by Otmikin alone, tb(^ estimates of the surplus available for export 
range from x million to 4 million tons. Such reports as an- availabh' of lh(‘ an^a previously 
occui^icd by Koltebak are ahuost as favourable. 

‘It is true that in F<drograd, iu Moscow, and in sev(‘ral otluu* towns tlua-c* is fa,min(‘. 'this 
is due mainly to transport difriculti<\H and to the inability of llu^ (owns, owing to thc^ blockade, 
to pay iu goods for agricultural products In any ease, IN^trograd and North Russia, on 
account of 1h<^ difllcultic's of railway communications, luivt‘ always Ixxm le.d mainly by 
imports from the Baltic, and <weu if Russian transi)ort w(‘r<^ working at full e(rK'i('ney, it 
would still be impossible to transport the bulk of the South Russia grain to I lie north. Even 
allowing on a generous scale for supplu^s to Ix^ im|)orted by any nx^aus into tlu^ famine- 
stricken areas, there is no doubt that Russi.a has a vast exportabk' surplus of grain which 
might be utilised by the Allied countries, by (kmtral khiropi', and by otlxu' famine-slriekcm 
(‘ountrics such as Armenia. 

‘It is stated on good authority that considerable quantities of (lax and tinilx'r lia,v<^ Ixxai 
stored. Some little butter of fairly good quality luis (’orne through from Silxa ia, and more 
would be at once produced were it not for the ])rescnt praelieal iiupossihility or<'xport. 

* Ejects of Withdrawal of Rmsian Supplies. 

‘7. The continuance of Civil War in Russia and the Bloekach' hav<‘ rut olf these vast 
supplies from the rest of the world and arc one of the main cause's of high world |)ricc.s. 
Europe has been forced to get her broadstulfs and her fats from Anu'riea at American pric'es 
or to starve. American grain prices are at this moment hight'r than th<'y have <‘ver bei'u 
and are still rising. The news of substantial cxix)rts from .Russia would not only bring prices 
down but might also have the other desirable effect of making tlu' Aim'rieau (Jov(‘nimeut 
anxious as to a market for some of its surplus and, cons<^quently, mu<di mon^ prepared to 
supply Europe even on credit. 

‘8. The present dependence of Europe for foodstufls on America is of course the main 
cause of the fall in the American exchange which, by itself, indicts a (ax of '20 ]X'r e.(mt. or 
more on everything purchased from across the Atlantic. U.S.A. wheat exports aloiu^ to 
Europe have increased as compared with pre-war from J million tons to 7:' million tons 
per annum, at an approximate cost at present prices of 25 million st<*rling p<'r million Ions 
of wheat. The effect on exchange of replacing even 1,000,000 tons of wheat by a corn'sjxmcl- 
ing quantity from Russia would be enormous. The need of transporting from ovi;rs<'as the 
foodstuffs previously imported into Central Europe overland, has mattTially added to the 
present almost intolerable strain on tonnage resources. Broadly, the 0})euing of Russia to 
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only had commercial interests and were, as it were, an economic Red Gross 
Society for Russia. Before the revolution they had an organisation whose 


trade would go further than any other factor to reduce the cost of li\ingj to put right the 
American exchange, to reduce freights, and to ease the genera! shipping situation. 

‘g. The economic effect on Central European countries of the continuance of war with 
Russia is equally disastrous. Poland w^ould naturally receive a considerable proportion of 
her foodstuffs from the rest of Russia and would find a market for her ow-n produce there. 
Instead of this, she is forced to buy her imported foodstuffs with an enormous loss on exchange, 
in American and other markets. Her resources are w'asted in maintaining a large standing 
Army on the Frontier, and in the purchase of munitions, &c. Her industries are either 
engaged in the production of war material or are still idle, and the energies of her people, 
instead of being directed to the colossal task of creating a self-supporting and economicaliy 
independent State, are frittered away in warlike adventures and in the resulting political 
and industrial unrest. The position in the other Baltic States is much the same. 

‘The German and Austrian food difficulties look as if they may be insoluble without 
Russian supplies between now and the harvest. Approximately 1,000,000 tons of imports 
from overseas will apparently be needed between now and September to supply the mini- 
mum needs of Central Europe, or serious danger to the peace of Europe will be caused. So 
far as can be seen neither the necessary ships nor supplies will be available save at the risk 
of shortage and much higher prices in Allied countries. If appreciable quantities of grain 
were available from Russia the w^hole situation would be transformed. 

^Future Policy. 

‘10. The following lines of policy appear to be possible: 

(i) The present policy might be continued of the blockade of Bolshevik Russia, of moral 

but not material support to the anti-Bolshevik Armies, and of no recognition of 
the Soviet Government. 

‘Within the last few weeks the Bolsheviks have captured or are in process of capturing 
tremendous stocks of grain, the Donetz coal basin, the estuary of the Volga, which will 
give direct access to the Caspian oil supplies, and probably a considerable proportion of 
both Denikin’s and Koltchak’s rolling stock. They may also capture Rostov with the only 
important railway repair workshop on which Denikin and his army can rely. Internal 
transport, except for the Blockade, [? is] the main difficulty of the Bolshevik Government. 
With coal, oil and increased rolling stock and repair facilities, they may be in the position 
within a short time to effect such improvements in transport as to transform their whole 
internal situation. 

Tf, in addition, the Bolsheviks are able, as seems possible, to make peace with Esthonia 
and the other Baltic States, the Blockade would become impossible. Even if it were decided 
to blockade all the countries adjacent to the Baltic, which could only be done by declaring 
war on them, nothing could prevent the passage of goods into Bolshevik Russia overland 
from Germany and probably from elsewhere. 

‘The Blockade, in any case, is a clumsy weapon. For months its use against Russia has 
been open to the gravest objections. In the absence of a definite declaration of war, it is 
contrary to International Law and has considerably embarrassed Allied relations with the 
American and other neutral Governments. The attempt to induce the German Govern- 
ment to participate in it has not been successful. Nor should the fact be overlooked that the 
public opinion of the industrial classes in this country regards with increasing misgiving 
and hostility the responsibility this country bears and the odium it is creating for itself in 
starving not merely the Bolsheviks’ families but the women and children of non-Bol- 
sheviks also. 

(ii) The second alternative is the full political recognition of the Soviet Government. 

‘This would raise political difficulties, which are outside the scope of this memorandum, 
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headquarters were at Moscow. After the Bolshevik Resolution the direction 
had been divided up. One part of the directorate had been retained at 
Moscow to look after the [jopulation of liiat city. Another part had been 
established at Rostov, for the southern part of Russia and the region of the 
Don. He himself was in Paris for the purpose ol'd<a'(doping e.xiiort and import 
trade. For this there were i)ossibilities of an <'uorinous development. 

both with tlu‘ Allies and with the non- Bolshevik Russian (l<)v<‘nun<‘tits. It is j^ossible in 
any case that the same eeonomie results niijjfht be ohlaira'd by th<‘ su.i;i^(‘sli<>u below. 

(iii) llie third alternative is, whilst avoiding formal diplomalie n'eognitiou of the Bol- 
shevik (iovenniK^nt, d<‘{inil<‘ly to abandon the Bloekadt^ and to plaee no obstacles 
at all in the way of the restoration of <'omiu<Teial n'latious with the whole of 
Russia. St(^ps would of course b<^ taken to pnwtmt Bolslu'vik propaiijanda outside 
Russia and the import of arms and munitions into Russia. 

‘The (dlcct of this would be that som<^ goods would at once start to move into and out of 
Russia. Reli<‘f supplies of foodstuils would go into IN'trograd and some* slocks of llax, 
timber, ])latinum or other materials w'ould come out in payment. 

‘Tf, as seems lik<dy, the Bolslieviks eapture ()d<\ssa, it is praiMieally (‘(‘rtaiu that trading 
relations, by means of whi<‘h South Russian grain might b(‘ (\Kport<‘d, would n^eommence. 
There is considerable evidence that the Agricultural ( lo-opcu-ativc^ Organisations in Bol- 
shevik Russia have btru able to maintain lluMnselves and that llu'y could ttunporarily 
provide the nec<‘ssary machinery for restarting, if only on tli(‘ basis (d‘b.irt(‘r, tin; (‘xehangc 
of agricultural produce for clothing anil other maniifactnn'd f;‘oo(ls. 'Their ageiieies arc 
established in London, and have beiui making jm'parations with tliis end in vi(;w with 
British trading and co-operative interests for a I'onsidi'rabli^ tim<‘. 

‘It is certaiji that, with the stoppage of hostilities, trading hetwivui Boland, Lsthoiiia and 
the other border Slates on the one hand, and Bolshevik Russia on th<i other hand, would 
rapidly restart. Not only would this help to save th<‘. States immediatidy eoneenuxl from 
economic disaster, but it would have immediate reactions on th(^ wholi^ TAirop<‘an i^i'onoinic 
position. 

‘Further, it would render possible access for trading purp()s(\s to Siberia, which has 
suffered much less from revolutionary iiiis-govcrmncnt. 

‘From a purely British trading point of view there can be lio doubt that the longer 
reopening of trade with Russia is delayed, the mori^ formidable will ])e (iennan and 
American competition. At the momiiut (Jennany has not got the manufaetiiring resources 
to compete effectively, and America has not acquired the necessary knowlefige oftlai export 
trade and the needs of the Russian markets. Our relative advantagi' in both ri‘sp<‘cls ti^nds 
to grow less each month. 

‘The mere removal of the Blockade would of course not be followc'd for soini^ lime by the 
complete economic recovery of Russia. Critics of tlic Blockade, both in Russia and outside 
it, have ascribed to it misfortunes that are really due to more fuudatneutal eeonomie causes. 
As happened with regard to Austria and Germany, th<; Blockade merely ac-.eimt nates the 
fundamental injuries to normal economic well-being, which war with its diviirsion of labour 
and capital from productive to non-productive purposes inevitably entails. But. until the 
Blockade is removed the process of recovery cannot properly start. 

‘The Soviet Government has shown itself by no means lacking in initiativi^ or organising 
capacity in levying war under conditions of extraordinary difficulty. It'is j)ossible that when 
it turns its resources and attention to the task of economic reconstriidioii it may show 
unexpected aptitude and power. The removal of the Blockade is of such vital importance 
to it that it would probably be prepared to agree to it on any rcasonal)lc econoniic or other 
conditions that we are likely to impose, and to reopen trading and cxcdiangc as rapiilly as 
possible. 

F. F. Wise.’ 
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Practically the whole population of Russia was connected with the co- 
operative movement. There were actually 25 million members, but if it 
was remembered that most members were fathers of families it W'ould be 
seen that practically the whole population of Russia was included. Their 
situation in Central Russia was very difficult. The organisation was in no 
sense political, and had relations with all the parties engaged in the Russian 
civil war. In spite of this, howxver, it was impossible to discuss the economic 
question without discussing the political question. When he arrived firom 
Moscow, representatives of the British Government had asked him for his 
views, as a practical man, as to the situation in Russia. He had replied that, 
in his opinion, the only means of re-establishing the situation in Russia was 
to start commerce going again, and to get the population to work. In their 
view, the only solution of the struggle against Bolsheviks w'as to supply the 
people with what they required, and to establish commercial relations with 
the Russian population. Both in Bolshevik and anti-Bolshevik Russia there 
practically existed only one organisation that could do this, namely, the 
co-operative organisation. Wherever the Bolsheviks were in occupation, the 
economic system of Russia was practically dead. Unhappily for his country, 
the mechanism of private trade had been practically annihilated. There were 
no serious business houses, and apart from the co-operative movement there 
were only a few speculators, who involved themselves in huge speculations 
to the great disadvantage of the population. The only result of rmcontrollcd 
speculation had been the defeat of the anti-Bolsheviks, both in Siberia and 
in South Russia. Nevertheless, Russia must not be regarded as a destitute 
or a mendicant country. Last year there was in Russia an enormous quantity 
of raw materials. Practically all the peasants had been saving their produce, 
with the result that there were enormous quzintities both of com and of cattle. 
Cattle, indeed, existed in greater quantities than ever before. 

If he could be permitted to speak not only of Russia but of the economic 
situation in the whole of Europe, the importance of the question of re-estab- 
lishing commercial relations not only to Russia but to every part of Europe 
would at once be understood. Russia had suflhcient supplies of food and raw 
material for the whole of Europe. He would now give some precise data of 
the position. As regards the possibilities of an exchange of merchanttise 
between Russia and Europe, the best plan was to utilise the co-operative 
organisation. The difficulty was to go further and give details. One practical 
question, however, which he would undoubtedly be asked was whether the 
Bolsheviks would allow the Allies to send goods to Russia. 

(During tire interpreting of this passage, Mr. Lloyd George inter- 
polated that another question was as to whether they would allow 
Russian goods to come out; to which M. Krovopouskov replied that no 
absolute answer could be given.) 

Continuing, M. Berkenheim said that he thought the Bolshc>A Government 
would be obliged to permit it. A country codd be kept deprived of essential 
things for a very long time, but only in time of war. As soon as ev^ts 
reached a more or less normal condition, any Government which wished to 

871 



stay in power conicl not maintain such a position and would be bound to 
permit an exchange of goods. 

(During the interpretation of this passage Mr. Lloyd George intcr- 
])olatcd that the Allies would not exchange goods for worthless Bolshevik 
paper money, but only for hides, wheat, fats, &c..) 

Continuing, M. Berkenheim said that this was the view not only of himself 
personally but of the whole co-o])crativc system, which wanted to rescue his 
unfortunate country, 'I'hey were c.onvinc.ed tliat this could only he done by 
economic means. 

Mr. Lloyd (Jkorcjk asked whether M. Berkenheim thought that this was 
the most efreetive way ofstriking a blow a( Bolshevism. 

M. Bkrkenhktm said was absolutely sure of this. The power of the 
Bolsheviks was in the liands of only a very small proportion of the: |)<>pulation. 
Such a condition was only possible in time of war, when the wlioh^ power fell 
into the hands of a few. 'fhe present situation w^as a, j)aradox, and he was 
quite eonvinced that it was only hunger which made Bolshevism possible, 
although Bolshevism was, on the whole, popular in most of the country. 

Mr. Lloyd Georgk asked how imich wheat there: was in Russia for export 

M. Berkkniieim said that he had precise data only for South Russia, f.ast 
year the crop had been a record one. In the south the surplus for export 
amounted to 600,000,000 poods, equal to 10,000,000 tons. U must he 
understood, however, that the exportation of this was not an (^asy matter. 
The grain existed in enormous ciuantilios, but there liad Ix^en a (‘omplctc 
collapse of the transport, particularly on the railways, and tlie i)<’:asanls 
would not part with the grain for paper money. It was necessary to send 
goods in order to establish some system of exchange. As regards the next 
few months he thought that all that was j^ossihlc was to get out a million 
tons, or possibly two million tons. He thought that means to transport that 
quantity, and for an exchange of goods, might b(‘, arranged. 

M. Glemenceau said that he quite well understood Russia’s need of 
imports, and that she had ample supplies for cxi}()rt. He also realis<xl that 
the Allies had goods which they wished to send in exchange. But to organise 
this seemed to involve some political relations. Every Gov<u'unK’;nt had a 
certain power over these matters. How, he asked, could this organisation 
be started? The Government must intervene somehow or another. What 
would he advise the Allied Governments to do? 

M. Berkenheim said that he feared he had not made himself quite dear. 
There was no question of asking for the intervention of the CJovernmcnt. All 
that was necessary was to give the co-operative society permission to work the 
business in their own way. He could not, of course, answer lor the Bolshevik 
Government. He thought, however, that sheer necessity would force them 
to permit it, though they might possibly forbid. Practically he thought tliat 
if the Allied Powers would indicate their willingness to j^crmil them to go 
ahead, something might be done; and in the condition of their country it 
was the duty of the co-operative society to do its best. However, he could 
give no guarantee as to success. 
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Mr. Lloyd George asked if the same observation applied to the flax 
harvest in the north, as to the wheat harvest in the south. Could the co- 
operative society get the flax out, and, if so, in what quantity? 

M. Berkenheim said that he had left B.ussia for a year and did not know 
the exact present position as regards flax. When he left Russia, hcrwever, 
there had been in the hands of the co-operative organisation some 6,000,000 
poods, equal to 1 00,000 tons, in the depots of the co-operative societies. In 
addition, last year’s crop ought to amount to another 10,000,000 poods, 
say a total of 15,000,000 poods, equal to 250,000 tons. He had read in a 
Russian paper that there was some question of using a quantity of flax as a 
substitute for cotton, and perhaps part of the crop in the north had been 
disposed of in Russia itself. The Russian factories, how'ever, could not do 
very much, owing to their shortage of coal and other difficulties. In any case 
it might be assumed that there would now be disposable for export not less 
than 10,000,000 poods, equivalent to 150,000 tons. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he observed that co-operative societies had an 
organisation at Reval, which was in Esthonia. As Esthonia had declared an 
armistice, could they not use the Esthonian organisation in connection with 
the export of flax? 

M. Berkenheim said that he thought this was practically impossible. Reval 
might be used as an intermediary, for a small part of the export. Part of the 
exchange, however, must be done not openly, but by underhand means, 
and one agency could not effect very much. It was necessary to organise 
every agency in order to get any considerable amount. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that the Bolsheviks might allow trade with 
the Esthonians, who were not now at war with them, particularly if the 
Esthonians said they would furnish boots and clothes in exchange. This was 
one alternative, if entry could not be obtained to Russia by other means. 

M. Berkenheim said perhaps this agency might be employed, but the 
quantity that could be passed through it would not be very great. For 
example, the corn was available only in the south of Russia, but the com- 
munications were in such a terrible state that there was no possibility of 
getting any considerable quantity of grain to Reval. The question of the 
railways was so serious that it was only possible to bring the grain to the 
nearest ports for export. Reval was a small port, without any great possi- 
bilities. Libau and Riga were much more important to the trade of Russia. 
He did not think that Reval could do much as an intermediary, though some 
use of it might be made as a neutral port. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked as to the possibilities of motor transport. 

M. Berkenheim said that motor transport was of great importance in 
some parts of Russia. In many cases it was the only possible transport, for 
example, for some of the smaller ports on the Sea of Azov, such as Mariupol. 
Enormous quantities of corn were accumulated in these districts and could be 
exported. Motor transport was also useful for carrying the materials to the 
railways. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if river transport was much employed. 
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No. 72 


i.G.p. iG.J Notes of a Meclinei of the Heads of Deleiralious of the British^ 
French, and Italian GovernmeiitSy held in Af, PichoFs Room^ Ouai d'Orsay^ 
on Wednesday^ January /./, at 4 f).?n, 

Pkksknt: British Ernpirc: The Right Ffon. 1). Tloyd (icorge, Prime Minister; 
SKCIRETAKIKS, Sir M. Hankcy, Mr. Leeptn-. 

France: M. Cllciucnccaii; skcjretariks, M. Ih^rthelol, M. DvitiisUi, M. 
MiissigU, M. Arnavon. 

Itah: Signor Nitti; secirktariks: CeiXTal (uivalU-ro, Cloloiu'l ( liisloldi. 
Signor Tronibttlti. 
iNTERPRiaKRt Profcssor Mantoux. 

1, A letter was read from the Ilungarian delegation asking forscweral clays 

.in whii'h to verify the credentials of tiu' plenipoUaitiaric^s of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers (Appcaidix i)d 
M. Ch.KMENCiKAU askecl wliat reply it was proposed to make. 
Mr. lax)Yi> Gkorcje said that he thought a v(a7 stern n^ply sliould be sent. 
They should be told that they must either rec<iv<‘ thi‘ pc^acc^ ttains oti the 
followixxg day or return home. 

SuiNOR Nrrn agreod. 

M. CiacMENCEAU instructed M. Berthclot to jxn^pare a n^ply on tlu^se lines, 
(At the cud of the meeting the reply in Apptmdix 2* was a[>j>rove<l,) 

2. The council had before them a reply by the Sca-b-CIroat-SIovene delega- 
The Adriatic. Reply Gon to thc proposed settlement handc^d to M. dVnmhilch 
of the Serb-Croat- and M. Pasitcli on the previous clay (Ai)p(m<lix 3). 

Slovene Delegation M. ClemenGEAU askcd wliat should 1)0 (loiio. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that thc Serbs accepted nothing. 'The (UHiculty 
was that if thc Serb-Croat-Slovcnc delegation had agreed, there would prob- 
ably have been no difficulty with thc United States of Anunica. llis view 
was that it would be necessary to force the proposed solution on thc Serb- 
Groat-Slovcne State. 

M. Glemengeau thought this could not be doixe. It was true thc Serb- 
Groat-Slovene delegation refused everything. What, then, coidd be done? 
Should we inform them that the alternative was the T'rcaty of liondon? 
Supposing this solution were adopted, what, he asked Signor Nitti, would 
Italy do with Fiume? 

Signor Nitti said that frankly it would be a position of great mnbarrass- 
ment, but if the council were reduced to falling back on the T’rcaty of Loudon, 
Italy would evacuate Fiume. At present Italy not only oeeiij)icd de facto 
Fiume itself, but she also occupied the whole tci'ritory aUribiilC'd to her by 
the Treaty of London, including Zara. 

^ Not printed. An English text of this letter, dated January 14, 1 91:^0, is printed in The 
Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. i, p. 308. 

* Not printed. An English text of this note, dated January 14, igyo, is i)rintcd ibid, 
vol. i, p. 309. 
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M. Clemenoeau asked whether the council would authorise him to say 
to the ^rbs that the council were ready to fall back on the proposals of 
Signor Tittoni,^ that is to say, that Fiume should be a free town. If the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation would not accept this, they would be told 
that there was nothing for it but the Treaty of London. 

Signor Nitti said that if this was necessary he would accept. It should be 
a free town, with a corridor connecting it with Italian territoiy. 

M. Clemenoeau said that if Fiume was accepted as a free to^vn with a 
corridor, she should also have the same right as Zara to choose her diplo- 
matic representation. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that if that was declined, then the Serb-Groat- 
Slovcne delegation should be informed that the only alternative was the 
Treaty of London. It was impossible to continue this discussion for ever. 

M. Clemenoeau said the discussion must be finished at once. 

IMr. Lloyd George pointed out that Italy would then have to evacuate 
Fiume. 

Signor Nitti said that this would be a great difficulty, but he would agree 
to do so. The boundary must be corrected in Italy’s favour as regards 
Senosecchia, and Fiume would be a free town without a free State behind it. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Veniselos had that morning sent bim the text 
of the frontier of Southern Albania, which he had agreed with Signor Tittoni. 

(At this point Signor Nitti and Signor Trombetti withdrew, and 
M. Trumbitch and M. Pasitch were introduced.) 

M. Glemenceau stated that the council had received and examined a 
communication that the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation had made in reply 
to their proposals. The council could not undertake to recommence the 
discussion. The Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation had refused everything. 
He deplored this action, which threatened to create a situation in Europe of 
which the Serb-Groat-Slovene State would be the first victim. Mr. Lloyd 
George and he had not been disposed to make any undue concessions to 
Italy. If concessions had been made, it was because somehow a solution had 
to be reached, since the discussions could not be prolonged indefinitely. As 
it was, Mr. Lloyd George had been greatly inconvenienced, and he was 
grateful to him for giving so much time to the settlement of this question. 
If, however, the conference was ever to come to an end, this discussion must 
be concluded. He must say, on his conscience, that he had observed two 
currents of influence in the Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation, one of which was 
Serb and the other Groat, the latter being the most uncompromising. The 
council were obliged to take into account that whereas Serbia from the first 
day of the war had been fighting with the Allies and had made enormous 
sacrifices, the same was not true of the Groats, much of whose blood had been 
shed in fighting against the Allies. It was a painfiil fact, but it was one that 
could not be left out of account. When these questions had been discussed 
before, the Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation had shown an inclination to help. 

^ For the earlier negotiations relative to the question of the Adriatic see Vol. IV of this 
series. 
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M. BEitKKNHKiM said (hat the Dneiper was useful, but the Don was a 
smaller river and not of so much value. It was css('ntiah however, that some- 
thing sliould be done with the railway system. He had had pourparlers with 
firms Jicre for buying wagons and locomotives for the co-op(U'ative associa- 
tions. Denikin had given ])ennission for this. 

Mr. Lloyd (JIkorcjk asked what was the stale of tlu* roads. 

M, BkrkknhI'UM said that, on (he whole, they were very good. 

M. Krovopouskov said tluit in some districts the roads were particularly 
good, but it was essential for the railways to be iinprovc'd. It was a Iso essential 
that wagons should be i)rovided to bring the slnlffrom the villages to the 
railways and lor the [)orts. 

M. Clkmknokau said that to reach a eoindusion, sn|>p()sing it was agreed 
that M. B(M'kenheinrs scheme was a good on<% what was ncc.<':ssary to put 
it in practice? 

Mr. la.oYD (iKORcnc suggested (hat the schenu' was v(‘ry attractive, if 
feasible. He ]m>|)C)S(td that an Allied dommittet' should Ix' set up to work 
out the details and to report to the council as soon as possible, 'riiere should 
be a rcpres<mtalivc of France, Italy and (Jn^at Britain, to discuss lh<‘ whole 
matter and go into the ch^tails of (inance, &c. 

M. (Jlkmknokait asked if this proposal wcaild ap|)eal to M. Berkenheiin. 

M. Bkrkkniikiw replied in the aflinnative. 'I’Jn^ lirst thing the co-operative 
associations required was an invitation to go on with th<^ busint^ss. 

Mr. Lr.OYD Gkorok suggesUxl (hat there should first be a. discussion on the 
subject between M, (Il<mienc<uiu, Signor Nilti and himself alone. 

(At this point all withdrew, except the following: - 
For (iroal Britain: Mr. Lloyd Gewge and Sir M. IIank(*y. 

For France: M. Clcmenccau, M. Berthelot, M. Dutasla, M. Massigli. 
For Italy: Signor Nitti, Signor IVombetli. 

With Professor Mantoiix, interpreter,) 

Mr. Lloyd George said ho thought (his scheme was worth taking up. 
Prices were going up in France, Italy and Great Bi’itain, and this very fact 
tended to create Bolshevism. He saw no prosp<‘:ct ol' ])rices coming clown. 
On the contrary, Uicy seemed likely to rise. 'Flic inoinenl the Gcumans 
started work and came into the market, jmees would go higher still. Mr. 
Wise, who knew more about the matter tlian anyone <dse in (brat Britain, 
told him that wc used to get 8,000,000 tons of wheat for lMiro[)e from Russia. 
The total obtained from the United States of Amerit.a us<xl to he ;},ooo,ooo 
or 4,000,000 tons, but was now 7,000,000 tons. This ercialecl enormous 
difficulty in the market, and inflated the prices. It s<uionsly aHecltxl the 
exchanges for all three countries. From the point of view of exchang(‘,s and 
prices, the Russian supplies were vital. Tlic second thing was that this scheme 
would destroy Bolshevism. The moment trade was established with Russia, 
Communism would go. The Bolsheviks would probably wink at the estab- 
lishment of this trade. They knew that their j)eoplc w<u'c starving, and 
would therefore be bound to permit it. Wlial luul tlic Allies to oiler in 
exchange? The principal articles appeared to be boots, clothes, machinery 
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and drugs. Probably Great Britain alone could supply the first two. 
Machinery was a great difficulty^ as there was not much to spare, and he 
oubted if France could help in this matter much, owing to the needs of her 
devastated areas. This, however, was a matter to be arranged between the 
Allies. It was no use to go to the United States of America, as this only in- 
creased the difficulty as regards exchanges, and, if possible, the matter should 
be arranged without them. He suggested, therefore, that a strong committee 
should be set up and should report at once. Mr. Wise was one of the ablest 
men in the British Government Service, and had had charge of the whole of 
the meat importation for the Ministry of Food. Unless M. Clemenceau 
wished to press the claims of M. Kammerer, he would suggest that Mr. Wise 
should take the committee in hand. However, he was entirely in M. 
Clemenceau s hands in the matter. He would therefore suggest a committee 
to consider M. Berkenheim’s proposals from the point of \'iew of finance, 
exchange, goods, &c. 

Signor Nitti said that a question of great importance had been put. 
From the point of view of Italy the great need was coal, and this would be 
facilitated by communications being established with Russia. He understood 
the organisation of the co-operative movement in Russia was superb. ^Vhat 
was required was direct communication, and this might be established 
through the Russian co-operative organisation. He entirely shared Mr. Lloyd 
George’s view that to establish commercial relations was the proper way 
to beat Bolshevism, and he would accept the whole of Mr. Lloyd George’s 
proposals. 

M. Clemenceau said he was also in agreement. 

Signor Nitti said he thought it was a very remarkable proposal. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked whether Mr. Wise would be president of the 
committee. 

This was accepted. 

It was agreed — 

That a committee, composed as follows : — 

Mr. Wise (in the chair), 

M. Kammerer, 

Marquis della Toretta, 

should meet at 4 p.m. the same afternoon to examine M. Berkenheim’s 
proposals from every point of view, and report to the Supreme Council as 
soon as possible. 

4. M. Clemenceau handed round two drafts of despatches to the Dutch 
. Government, one prepared by the French delegation and one pre- 

^ pared by the Drafting Committee, on the subject of the Kaiser 
(see Appendices i and 2 of i.g.p. 17).^ 

PariSy January 14^ 1920. 

3 No. 73. 
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No. 72 


i.c.P. i6.1 Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the British, 
French, and Italian Govermnenls, held in M. Piehon’s Room, Ouai d’()rsaj>, 
on Wednesday, January /./, igao, at ./ p.m. 

Prksknt: British Empire-. 'Fho Ri^ht Hon. 1 ). T.loytl ( 3 c()rg<!, rriinc Minister; 
sKCRUTAitiKS, Sir M. Ilankcy, Mr. Lcoixn'. 

France-. M. Clkmcnccau; skoretariks, M. Borthclot, M. DuUisla, M. 
MASsigli, M. Arnavon. 

Italy'. Signor Nitli; secretaries: (JoiKTal (’.avalliTo, Cloloncl (lastoldi, 
Si<>jnor ’’rrombcUi. 
iNTKUPRi’Vri'R : Professor Manloiix. 

1. A letter was road IVom the ITuiigarian delegation asking for .several days 

in which to verily the credentials of the pUaiipotentiaries of the 
TkeUmRafian yvilicd and As.sociated Powers (ApiRMuli.s i).‘ 

Peace terms (Ir.KMKNCKAti asked wliat rt'jdy it was proposed to make. 

Mr. Li.oyi) Georoe said that he thought a vmy stern ri'ply should he sent. 
'I'he.y should be told that they must eitlier reeeivi- the p<‘ae<‘ t<“nns on the 
following day or return home. 

SioNOR Nitti agreed. 

M. G 1 .EMEN 0 KAU instructed M. Bertliclot to pi'cpare a reply on these lines. 
(At the end of the meeting the re|)ly in Appen.lix 2" was afiiirov.'.!.) 

2. I’hc council had before them a reply by the Serb-( Iroat-Slovene delega- 

The Adriatic. Reply tion propo.secl settlement handed to M. 'rrumhitch 

of the Serb-Croat- and M. Pasitch on the previous day (Appendix ;i). 

Slovene. Delegation M!. CIlemENCEAU ivskcd whut should b<‘ done. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the Serbs accepted nothing. 'I’he dilliculty 
was that if the Scrb-Croat-Slovcnc delegation had agreed, there would jirob- 
ably have been no difficulty with the United States ol America. His view 
was that it would be necessary to force the proposed solution on the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State. 

M. Glemenceau thought this could not be done. It was true the Serb- 
Groat-Slovenc delegation refused everything. What, then, could be done? 
Should we inform them that the alternative was the 'Preaty of I.ondon? 
Supposing this solution were adopted, what, he asked Signor Nitti, would 
Italy do with Fiume? 

Signor Nitti said that frankly it would be a position C)1 grcuil cinbarrass- 
ment, but if the council were reduced to falling back on tlic J tviiiy ol 1 A>ndoji, 
Italy would evacuate Fiume. At present Italy not only occupied de facto 
Fiume itself, but she also occupied the whole territory attril)ul(Tl to lirr by 
the Treaty of London, including Zara. 

Not printed. An English text of this letter, dated January i.p h).2o, is printed in The 
Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. i, p. 308. 

2 Not printed. An English text of this note, dated January up uj'-io. Is printed ibid, 
vol. i, p. 309. 
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M. Clemenceau asked whether the council would authorise him to say 
to the ^rbs that the council were ready to fall back on the proposals of 
Signor Tittom; 3 that is to say, that Fiume should be a free town. If the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation would not accept this, they would be to'd 
that there was nothing for it but the Treaty of London. 

Signor Nith said that if this was necessary he would accept. It should be 
a free town, with a corridor connecting it with Italian territory-. 

M. Clemenceau said that if Fiume was accepted as a free town with a 
corridor, she should also have the same right as Zara to choose her diplo- 
matic representation. ^ 

Mr. Lloyd George said that if that was declined, then the Serb-Groai- 
Slovene delegation should be informed that the only alternative was the 
Treaty of London. It was impossible to continue this discussion for ever. 

M. Clemenceau said the discussion must be finished at once. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that Italy would then have to evacuate 
Fiume. 

Signor Nitti said that this would be a great difficulty, but he would agree 
to do so. The boundary must be corrected in Italy’s favour as regards 
Senosecchia, and Fiume would be a free town without a free State behind it. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Veniselos had that morning sent him the text 
of the frontier of Southern Albania, which he had agreed with Signor Tittoni. 

(At this point Signor Nitti and Signor Trombctti withdrew, and 
M. Trumbitch and M. Pasitch were introduced.) 

M. Clemenceau stated that the council had received and examine d a 
communication that the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation had made in reply 
to their proposals. The council could not undertake to recommence the 
discussion. The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation had refused everything. 
He deplored this action, which threatened to create a situation in Europe of 
which the Serb-Croat-Slovene State would be the first victim. Mr. Lloyd 
George and he had not been disposed to make any undue concessions to 
Italy. If concessions had been made, it was because somehow a solution had 
to be reached, since the discussions could not be prolonged indefinitely. AlS 
it was, Mr. Lloyd George had been greatly inconvenienced, and he was 
grateful to him for giving so much time to the settlement of this question. 
If, however, the conference was ever to come to an end, this discussion must 
be concluded. He must say, on his conscience, that he had observed two 
currents of influence in the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, one of which was 
Serb and the other Croat, the latter being the most imeompromising. The 
council were obliged to take into account that whereas Serbia from the first 
day of the war had been fighting with the Allies and had made enormous 
sacrifices, the same was not true of the Croats, much of whose blood had been 
shed in fighting against the AUies. It was a painful fact, but it was one that 
could not be left out of account. When these questions had been discussed 
before, the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation had shown an inclination to help. 

^ For the earlier negotiations relative to the question of the Adriatic sec Vol. IV of this 
series. 
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There was one concession which he had just asked Signoi- Nitli to make, and 
which Signor Nitti had agreed to. The council had been struck by the 
argument that the concessions wliich the Serb-Clroat-Slovcnes were now 
asked to make were greater than those which had been asked for by Signor 
Tittoni. This was a fact. lie would, therefore, now ask the Serb-Croat- 
Slovcne delegation as to whether they would accept I’inmc as a free town, 
with a corridor eonncctiug it with Italy mid a right to choose its own rc])rc- 
sciitativos alu'oad. If they would not accept this oiler, he and Mr. IJoyd 
George were resolved to ajiply tlie Treaty of liOnclon as it is, in order to 
establish peace in this vital is.suc. If they were, driven to I'all back on this 
exjjcdicnt, it would create a vei7 risky situation. If tlie S(uh-( iroat-Slovenc 
State refused to aee.i'pt the Treaty of London, tluy would leavi; it to Signor 
Nitti to apply it. 'Fhe jiroposal now made involved the iwaeuatioii of Fiume 
by Italy, hut Signor Nitti said that, though very tlidieull for him, he would 
face it. Hence, it was for tlu'; Serb-CJroat -Slovenes to lak<^ a final resolution 
in order to establish [leace in Europe. They had seen iiow tli<; Reparation 
Ciominis.si(m had done its best to find satisfaction for tlie lu^^ls and ju.st claims 
of their State. Great britain and Erauee had <lone their best to .show their 
sympathy with them. They knew well how mue.ii (heir peopli; Iiad .sulfered, 
and they understood how dillicuU the matter was for them. They hojicd, 
however, that they would now nuikc the necessary saerilUa-s to secure a 
settlement. If they refused this offer, Mr. Jiloyd George and he himself 
would inform Signor Nitti that they would abide by the U’reaty of London. 

Mr. I.LOYD Gkoroe said that ho w'as in complete accord with M. (Ihunen- 
ccau, and had nothing to add. 

M. Trumbitch asked that he might be allowed to assui-c M. (Ihuuenccau 
in all sincerity lliat he had been greatly struck by the remark he liad made 
that there were two currents in the Scrb-Llroat-Slov<,;ne delegation, one. 
Serbian and one Croat. On his conscience, he eoukl assure him that his 
information was not correct. There were not two curn'iits, but only one 
current, which sought the prosperity of the future of the countiy. He was 
ready to declare that the reply of the Scrb-Croat-Sloveue deh'gation was (he 
expression of the views of the whole delegation and of his own Government, 
which acted together unanimously and was in absolute agn'tuuent. Up to 
this moment he could say that the Government and the delegation wt'ie in 
entire agreement. As to the struggles of Serbia and the situation of Clroalia, 
that is to say, of the Jugoslavs under Austro-Hungarian rule during the war, 
he observed that a political situation which had existed in the war ought not 
to be a charge against them now. It was a question of fact that thi.s [)eo]ilc 
had been under foreign domination, but it ought not to be a e.Iiargo against 
a people who had shown their sense of liberty during the war. la iqif) and 
1916, when the majority of these oppressed races had not yet rais<;d their 
heads against the Austro-Hungarian domination, the Serb.s had already given 
to the Allied cause thousands of soldiers. These had been I'ormeil Irom 
among prisoners who had entered the Russian army and had formed a divi- 
sion which had fought against the Bulgarians in the Dobrudja. Here they 
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had not been fighting for their own happiness, but simply for the common 
cause. Afterwards, a second division had been formed, under a Serbian 
general and under the Serbian flag, because the Serbian races were not only 
of their own blood, but had been acknowledged as fighting as the repre- 
sentatives of their national liberties. When Serbia had been heavily defeated, 
the soldiers of the oppressed races had been the first to make the tour of the 
whole world, starting from Vladivostok and ending at Salonica. The Serbian 
army had been replenished by these and by Jugoslavs drawn from the whole 
world, from the United States of America to Africa. It was these divisions 
which had given the coup de grace to the Bulgarians, cutting them in two, and 
these had been largely filled with Jugoslavs from Austria-Hungary. By these 
facts they had shown to the whole world, and especially to the great Allied 
Powers, that they knew what devotion meant and were willing to shed their 
blood in the common cause. 

He himself had the honour to be the president of the Jugoslav Committee 
which had directed and organised propaganda in Great Britain, France and 
the United States of America. By this means he believed they had given 
considerable assistance to the common cause. This was especially the case 
after the Rome Congress.^ After this he had paid a visit to the Italian front, 
where a vigorous propaganda had been carried out, and he himself had 
seen hundreds of Jugoslav soldiers surrendering with pamphlets bearing his 
signature at the bottom in their pockets. If the war had gone on, Jugoslav 
soldiers would have continued to fight as volunteers in the cause of liberty. 
He had shown, therefore, that Croatia on the field of battle did as much as 
possible for the common cause. Of course, there was no doubt that many 
had fought on the Austrian side. This was inevitable, because all the op- 
pressed peoples under Austria-Hungary had been obhged to fight. The 
Germans and the Magyars had so constituted the army as to render this 
unavoidable, and if these men had not been forced into the ranks they would 
have succumbed long before. He could assure the council of the solidarity 
of the Jugoslavs to remain a single State and to stick together. In this par- 
ticular question, in which he regretted that they were not yet agreed, he 
could assure the council it was his firm conviction that the proposals of the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation provided a solid and durable basis, the object 
of which was to establish mutual intercourse and commerce with their 
Italian neighbours. This was their sole aim. They did not mind losing a 
town or two, or even a few islands, for they had larger objects in view. Hence, 
he declared that they were loyally prepared to make great sacrifices, and 
they had already done so. They had accepted the Wilson line, which in- 
volved the sacrifice of some 400,000 men of the Jugoslav race. These would 
remain under Italian rule, with absolutely no guarantees for their language 
or nationality or tradition. Nevertheless, they had accepted the respon- 

^ A congress of representatives of nationalities subject to the Austro-Hungarian monarchy 
had been held in Rome in April 1918. The Pact of Rome was concluded at this congress 
on April 10, 1918. (For a text of the Pact of Rome see H. W. V. Temperley: A History qp 
the Peace Conference of Paris, London, 1920 f., vol. v, pp. 39 ^ 7 -) 
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sibilily for this sacrifice owing to the higher objects involved. They objected, 
however, to other sacrifices beyond this, which met all the necessities of 
the case. He would say frankly that the pro])osals as regards Fiumc were 
artificial, with the corridor and the Italian sovereignty. It was providing a 
permanent solution of a temporary problem. As regards the islamls also, 
the Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation had accepted dianilitarisation. 'I'his was 
a charge, an international servitude, on their freedom. If the islands were 
demilitarised, he did not sec why any of them should b(' e,c(led. The islands 
were geographically and economically linked up with the Dalmatian coast, 
and this was stated in th<; documtmt signed by M. (lltmicmceau and Mr. 
Idoyd George, which had been communicated to Signor Scialoja and had 
subsequently been published in full in the int'ss of 'I’riiistc; and Fiimic. 
Italy’s claim to the islands was based entirely from the point of view of the 
strategical defence of the Italian coast, which was sandy, (lal. ajul indefen- 
sible. This reason, however, disa|)pcare<l if tlu^ islands were demilitarised, 
llicrc were s[)ccial objections in tlic case of Lussa, which was entirely a Slav 
town, which lived by fishing and agriculture, and sold its products in Spalato 
to Jugoslavs. If it formed part of another natifmality, it would lall l)ack into 
misciy, because Italy produced the same commodities herself. Tlu'se argu- 
ments justified their attitude. 

M. Glcmcuccau had said that if these proposals wen^ not accepted, there 
was no alternative but the Treaty of London. On this In; could not say much, 
as the Treaty of London had been made by the Great Fow(;rs themsedves. Hut 
the Treaty of London, he would recall, was made against Austria. It was 
now being applied against Jugoslavia. Italy had entenul the war for the 
purpose of fighting Austria. To-day tltcni was no Austria. I hme^e it was not 
justifiable to apply the Treaty of London to the conditions of to-day. He 
would end on this note. He would declare, in the name of M. Pasitch, the 
president of the delegation and himself, that the stat(uneuts made by 
M. Glemenceau were very serious and grave, but they could not take the 
responsibility of presenting an absolute negative. 'Fhey n)ust c.onsult their 
Government, with whom the responsibility lay. Both i)roposals, that of the 
previous day and that of to-day, would be comnmnicatetl at once to their 
Government. 

M. Glemenceau asked when the reply would be received. 

M. Trumbitch said, ‘As soon as possible,’ as his tehigram would be sent 
this very evening. He would ask the President of the Gouiic.il to give further 
consideration to their situation. He would ask him to realise that the 
Adriatic contained interests besides those of Italy and Jugoslavia. I le would 
send his reply as soon as possible, and he hoped that he would not be re- 
proached by the council for his attitude, which was based entirely on national 
considerations. 

M. Pasitch said he would like to make a few remarks. He felt obliged to 
declare that between the Serbs and the Croats there was absolutely no difler- 
ence, but only a desire for a common unity. The only difference lay in the 
matter of religion, and this difference was to be found in every country. In 
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the whole of their history there had been no war beween the Serbs and 
the Groats, They were united in their desire to be free together. In 1914 the 
Serbs had said that if, unhappily, they fell into the same condition as the 
Groats, that is to say, under Austro-Hungarian domination, then they would 
unite with them in the same cause of seeking their liberty. Thanks to the 
assistance of the Great Powers, they were united, and their only desire was 
to be a united and prosperous State. They desired and demanded that they 
should not have to cede the port of Fiume. It was the only port through 
which they could carry out their exportation and importation. The Croats 
had really less desire for this port than the others, because they themselves, 
at any rate, had some small ports along the Adriatic. For the others, how- 
ever, Fiume was the only port. It ought not to be given to Italy. From 
Fiume to Italy was a railway journey of several hours. In the to\vTi of Fiume 
he admitted that at the present time the Italians had a majority, but he 
could remember the time when Fiume had a Serb-Croat majority. He had 
visited the place every year for many years. This development in the situa- 
tion had taken place under the Magyars. They had drawn in workmen from 
all parts, including men from Italy, for the construction of quays and ware- 
houses, and little by little an Italian majority had grown up. Now Italian 
pride claimed this town, but if any Italians were to pass through it they 
would be surprised at the number of streets entirely inhabited by Jugoslavs. 
They were not right to begin by asking for this port. The other ports of the 
Adriatic were small and had no communication with the interior, and there 
could be no great traffic. For that reason they had urged that they should 
never lose Fiume. They were prepared to give every guarantee to preserve 
the Italian character of the town, but the port should belong to the Groats 
and Slovenes. Once more he must declare that the Serbs and the Groats 
(and the same applied to the Slovenes, who only spoke a different dialect) 
after many centuries had come into a position where they could develop 
their national unity. Now they were placed in a difficult position because 
they could not make progress if their economic needs were not properly safe- 
guarded. 

M. Trumbitgh asked M. Glemenceau to explain exactly what he had said 
to Signor Nitti when he spoke of Tittoni’s proposal in regard to Fiume. 

M. Glemenceau said he meant a free town under the Lea^e of Nations. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that under Signor Tittoni’s proposal the 
port was to have been in a free State. 

M. Glemenceau (who had left the room for a few moments and had now 
returned) said he had asked Signor Nitti, who agreed that the port and rail- 
way should be in the hands of the League of Nations. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he wished to say a few words. France and Great 
Britain were not in a position to make an absolutely just settlement- They 
were dealing with a treaty which they had entered into with Italy and under 
which Italy had come into the war. By this treaty some 800,000 Jugoslavs 
would have been placed under Italian rule. This number was now reduced 
to 400,000, It might be said that this ought not to have been agreed to, 
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Possibly this was true, but, nevertheless. Great Britain luid France were 
bound by it. What, he asked, would have happeiicd if Italy had not entered 
the war? What would then have been the position of Croatia and Jugo- 
slavia? Croatia would have remained an Austrian province. M. 'I’lumbitch 
had said that two divisions of Jugoslav troops had been formed and had 
fought for the Allies. He understood that there were some 7,000,000 Jugo- 
slavs under Austrian rule. Taking the same proportion of troops as Great 
Britain had i)ut into the field, they would ])robably have scint soim; 800,000 
soldiers to the war, of whom ])erhaps 60,000 had fought foi- liberty and the 
rest against us. But for Italy, Croatia would not liave Ixu-n Ihicd. 'I'he 
council were bound to take this into account. Und(;r the treaty 800,000 
Jugoslavs would have been Austrian. lie therefore thought tiial it was very 
fortunate for the Jugoslavs that the Italian po[)ulation had suddenly become 
so eager for h'iumc. Italy was now prepared to sacrifice Dalmatia and the 
i.slands in order to get Fiumc. In fact, Fiume had emaucij)ated Dalmatia. 
He thought that Jugoslavia was paying a very small price for this. Under 
the Treaty of London most of the territoty to the north of Finnu; would have 
been tissigncd to Italy. Now the boundary had bt-en giadually I'orctd back, 
and some 150,000 Jugoslavs would come into the Serb-Croat-Slovtaie State. 
If the final decision of the Scrb-Croat-Slovenc State was that they could not 
accept this latest proposal, speaking for Great Britain, hii I'clt bound to 
recogrtise the 'Frcaty of I^ondon, and he was given to tindtu-sttind that the 
Italians were in occupation of all the ten-itory mentioned in tlu; Treaty of 
London. All that Jugoslavia would receive would bt* tlu^ satisfaction of 
knowing that they had placed an additional 400,000 Jugoslavs under the 
Italian flag. The only other satisfaction they would have would be the 
establishment of a blood feud with Italy which would probably pi'ove disas- 
trous to botli. 

M. Glemenceau said the council would await the rcidy ol'lhe Serb-Groat- 
Slovene delegation. 

M. Trumbitch declared that he and his colleagues were fully convinced of 
the great effort which M. Glemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George had made to 
obtain a settlement. They expressed their devotion to M. Glemenceau and 
Mr. Lloyd George and to their nations, who had fought for their liberties. 
He hoped that their intentions would not be misunderstood. 'I'he Serbians 
had fought side by side with the Great Powers, and were truly grateful for 
what had been done for them, but they had to consider and provide a good 
future for their State. 

M. Glemenceau thanked M. Trumbitch. 

(During some subsequent discussion, the document handed to the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation on the previous day was redrallcd to 
embody the latest proposals, and is attached in Appendix 4.') 

Paris, January 14, igzo. 

® Not printed. This redraft is printed as document 7 in Gmd. 586. 
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Appendix 3 to No. 72 
The Adriatic Question 

Reply forwarded by the Delegation of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, on January 14, igso, to 
the Memorandum presented to them by the Supreme Council on January 13, igso. 

1. Italian sovereignty over Fiume {corpus separatum) cannot be accepted. Tbe 
project of Signor Tittoni^ did not claim this sovereignty any more than the latest 
vote of the Italian Parliament. 

2. We cannot accept that the Italian frontier in Istria shall be connected t\ith 
Fiume by a corridor. The memorandum sent at London to the Italian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs has set aside this demand which had already been included in the 
project of Signor Tittoni; it is the Wilson line from the Julian Alps to the Arsa, 
which ought to form the Italian-Jugoslav frontier. 

3. The towTL of Zara (not including the remainder of the territory of the 
commune of Zara) will be endowed under Jugoslav sovereignty with the largest 
local autonomy, which will be fixed by an international convention and placed 
under the protection of the League of Nations. The municipality of Zara and the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene State vAll elaborate in concert the statute prescribing this 
autonomy. In case of disagreement the difference will be submitted to the Council 
of the League of Nations. 

4. In the case of Albania being deprived of its independence and not having an 
autonomous Government, and of Italy receiving Valona and a mandate over the 
remainder of Albania, while Greece receives Southern Albania with Argyrocastro 
and Koritza, the Serb-Croat-Slovene State ought to receive, besides Northern 
Albania, a rectification of the Serb-Albania frontier on the eastern portion of this 
frontier. It will be necessary to fix a term to the mandate and to neutralise and to 
demilitarise Albania. 

5. The Serb-Croat-Slovene State will give its consent to the demilitarisation of 
the islands on condition that all the islands are assigned to it. The demilitarisation 
will consist in the prohibition to fortify the islands; however, ships of war shall be 
able to circulate freely in their waters. 

6. The Ifalians of Dalmatia will have the right to opt for Italian nationality 
without leaving the territory of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Groats and Slovenes. 

7. An international convention will guarantee the rights acquired by Italian 
subjects so far as concerns their industrial enterprises in Dalmatia.^ ^ 

8. In the same way the full and entire protection of the nationality of the 
language and of the economic and cultural development of the Jugoslav population 
remaining in Italy shall be guaranteed. 

PARIS, January 14, 1920, 
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No. 73 


i.c.p. 1 7 .] .Notes of a Alrcliug of the Heads of Delegations of the British, 
French, and Italian. Governments, held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d'Orsay, 
on Thursday, January ijj, at g 

Prksen'I': Brilhh Kmpirt'i 'I'lu; Right Hon. 1). Lloyd CJcorg(^, PrinK' Minister, The 
Right lion. Lord Birkenhead, Jxnd Cllianeellor; sec.rk'iary, Sir M. 
Mankey. 

France: M. (lleincniecan; skorktary, M. Ma.ssigli. A Slenogra|)hcr. 

llaty: Signor Nit(i; snriRKTARiKS, Signor 'IVomlx^Ui, Signor (Jalli. 

The following w(;re also present: 

France: M. Bedhelol, M. l)nta.s(a. 

Interi’RHTKr: Prolessor Manloux. 

I. The council had before (hem the following draft notes to (he Netherlands 
The Ktiher. Mile to (>ovenunent in regard to the delivety of the Kaiser: ■ - 
the Duieh (umeinmeni A draft pre|)ared by (he l'’reneh delegation (Appendix i). 

A draft prepared by the Drafting (loinmittee (Appendix g). 

The draft prepared by Mr. f^juising and a[>proved by (he Council of 
Four on the aGth June, tpip (Appendix ;j). 

fiORU Birkenhead said that there was very little to say on (his matter. 
Article gay of the 'Treaty of Peace with Cermany contained elaborate pro- 
visions in regard to the arraignment of the Kaiser, and represented the views 
of those who had considered the matter at the time of the drawing up of the 
Treaty of Peace. The only matter which was now under discussion was the 
form in which the demand for the handing over of the Kaiser by the Nether- 
lands Government should be made. His attention had been called to a draft 
that had been prepared by Mr. Lan-sing and had been provisionally approved 
by the Council of Four on the 26th June, 1919. Since (hat lime the United 
States of America had withdrawn from the conference. 'Two new dnifts had 
been prepared, one by the Drafting Committee and another by the French 
delegation. The differences of these alternative drafts were not considerable, 
and to his mind it did not very much matter which was ado])tcd. On the 
whole, however, after studying all the drafts carefully, he jjreferred the pro- 
posal of the French delegation, which was drawn up injudicial huiguagc 
and was particularly clear and precise. Speaking as a judge, the French 
draft made a strong appeal to him; hence, he proposed that the draft of the 
French delegation should be accepted. It did not apiiear necessary to say 
much more at this stage, but when the reply of the Nctlierlands Government 
was received, a good deal more might have to be said. I le would therefore 
formally propose that the draft of the French delegation be accei>tcd. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he did not recollect aijproving or discussing 
Mr. Lansing’s draft at all. 

M. Glemengeau said neither did he. 

Sir M. Hankey said that he had been acting as one of the secretaries of the 
Council of Four on the 27th June, and had drafted the minutes. 
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(Sir M. Hankey sent for the minutes of the Council of Four^ which 
were produced later on in the meeting, from which it appeared that the 
question had first been raised by President Wilson on the 2 ^ih June, 
when, after some discussion, it had been agreed that ZVIr. Lansing, v/ho 
had acted as chairman of the Commission on Responsibilities, should 
be asked to draft a despatch (g.f. 92, Minute 10). Mr, Lansing's draft 
had been read and approved on the 26th June, when Baron Maldno 
had reserved his assent (g.f. 93, Minute 6). 

On the 27th June, however, Baron Makino had given his assent 
(g.f. 95, Minute 4), and the despatch had been taken note of for use 
when the time came to give effect to article 227 of the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany.) 

Mr. Lloyd George, after reading Mr. Lansing’s draft, said it did not differ 
materially from the other drafts, but it contained the folio^ving paragraph, 
which he thought ought to be included : — 

‘Persons residing in Germany against whom judicial proceedings are 10 
be taken by the Allied and Associated Powers will be delivered to them in 
accordance with the terms of article 228 of the Treaty of Peace. If the 
ex-Emperor had remained in Germany he would have been delivered to 
them by the Government of that country upon the request of the Allied 
and Associated Powers. As, however, he is temporarily residing in the 
Netherlands, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, acting in their 
own behalf and in behalf of all the signatories of the Treaty of Peace, and 
in accordance with its terms, have the honour respectfully to request the 
Government of the Netherlands to deliver to them the ex-Kaiser at a time 
and place to be later specified, to be proceeded against in the manner 
provided in article 227 of the treaty,’ 

M. Clemengeau accepted this suggestion. 

Signor Nitti also accepted the suggestion. 

It was agreed — 

To adopt the French text (Appendix 1 ), in which should be incor- 
porated a passage based on the paragraph of Mr. Lansing s draft quoted 
above. 

2. Later in the meeting M. Berthelot drew attention to the fact that 
Mr, Lansing’s draft began as follows : — 

‘The Governments of the United States of America, the British Empire, 
France, Italy and Japan have the honour to caU the attention of the 
Netherlands Government.’ &c. 

He asked what would be the proper formula for beginning the note, since 
the United States of America could not participate. 

It was agreed — 

That the best formula was that adopted in the draft of the French 
delegation, which begins as follows: 

‘ In now notifying the Queen’s Government of the text of article 
227 (certified copy attached) of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, 
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wliicli 4ianie into on the 10th Jannary, 1020, the Powers have 

llnf honour,’ &c. 

3. M. Berth KLOT suggested that the council might like to take advantage of 
Lord Birkenhead’s presence tt» consider wlu'ther tluxe was any 
Tnwfd War n'cjuircd in connection with those; guilty ofhrcaches 

*■ ‘ of the laws oi" war under article of the 'I’tx'aty of Peace with 

Cerraany. The number had now been greatly reduced, arul an agreed list 
had been drawn up. He understood that the text of the note to I)o presented 
to the (Jermau Coverument had also been agnxxl. 

Lout) Birkenhead said he would like to makt; a h'w brief nunarks. A 
total of several thousand persons had originally h('en i)ro|)os<ul. lie. had no 
hesitation in saying that every one of thost; in the original list was justly 
uteludcd. It had oceurred, how<;vcr, to certain memlxns of the British 
<. 5 ov<;rurnent and, he thought, of the Frcuich (Jovernnieut also, that there 
were certain political reasons why the list, whi<;h originally inclmh'd 3,000 
names, should be reduced. In conse({uenc.<;, his colleague', tlu; British 
Attorney-deneral, had in London and in Paris set to work with his Kreneh and 
other Allied colleagues, to reduce the list, which luul then bci'u brought down 
to 1,000. He himself had had the privilege of attending the conunittee since 
his arrival in Paris, and a discussion of thr<;e or four hours’ duration had 
taken place. It had been agr<;ed that it w;us desirable to r<'duc<; the lists as 
low as possible, for the following reasons: the vindication ol' the moral law 
of the world made it highly desirable that ;i certain number of those who had 
violated international Itiw should be punished. It had been felt that if the 
Germans would hand over a smaller nvunber willingly, while they would not 
consent to hand over a larger number, it would be de.sirable, in the vindica- 
tion of the moral law referred to, to make a reduction. ICventually he and 
his British, French and other Allied colletigues had cut the total list down to 
about 800. It was only found pos,siblc to do this by excluding some pei'sons 
who undoubtedly had been guilty of criminal acts: that is to say, it had been 
necessary to make an arbitrary curtailment ol’ the list. The <pit;stion wtis 
one of high policy, which he felt sure must have exercisetl the thoughts of 
M. Glcmcnccau. He himself did not pretend to know what (he prospects 
were of the Germans being willing to hand over as many as 800. If, liowcvcr, 
they were more likely to assent to hand over a total of 500 than 800, he would 
urge with all his force to cut the list down to the lower number. 'I’liis, of 
course, would involve a further arbitrary curtailment. He could not say 
whether the Germans would hand over 500, but he would obs<‘m; (hat every 
hundred by which the list was cut down made acceptance, easier for the 
Germans. They might be quite willing to hand over too. 'I'hc uratter was 
so speculative that he would not venture to dogmatise in regard to it. What 
was of supreme importance, in order to vindicate the moral law of the world, 
was that some of those who had perpetrated crimes should be made answer- 
able for them. 

M. Glemenckau said he accepted the general view of the Lord Chancellor. 
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He would talk to M. Ygnace on the subject, and press him to make some 
reductions. One objection he felt was in regard to Belgium, which had suffered 
more than any other country, and to a greater extent than ought to be 
allowed to be passed over. He would reply to Lord Birkenhead that he 
would see the Under-Secretary with a view to making some reduction. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he agreed. The more he thought of it 'and he 
had devoted a great deal of thought to the matter; the more he felt that even 
now we were asking for more than any Government could be expected to 
comply with. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that some people felt ver\’ keenly on this 
question. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that this, no doubt, was the case. But if, in 
different circumstances, a demand had been made by a German Government 
on a British or French Government for the handing over of 800 officers, he 
did not believe that they would ever comply with it. No British or French 
Government could do so. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that the British and French officers would not 
have perpetrated such abominable crimes. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he wished they could get the number consider- 
ably reduced. If even twenty were shot it would be an example, though he 
did not suggest that twenty w’as a sufficient number. 

M. Glemengeau said the difficulty was to give a reply when women came 
up from the provinces and told him that their daughters had been carried 
off by the Germans and that they had their names and yet they were not 
included in the list. Still, he would do his very best. He would frankly 
admit that he had told M. Ygnace not to give too much, as this would make 
things difficult for the Government. He would require twenty-four hours 
to consider the matter, which would then be brought before the council 
again. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the worst crimes committed against the 
British had been in the case of submarines. 

M. Glemengeau recalled the case of Gap tain Fryatt.^ 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there were some bad cases of German 
submarines firing on men in boats. 

M, Glemengeau said he would do his best. 

4. M. Berthelot called the attention of the council to two notes from the 
Hungarian delegation, which were read by M. Mantoux 
The Treaty of Peace (Appendices 4 and 5). 

Wi ungary council took note that the Hungarian delegation 

had now agreed to attend to receive the Treaty of Peace the same after- 
noon. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not think it was possible to refuse to the 

^ Captain Fryatt, master of the Great Eastern Railway’s steamship Brussels^ was cap- 
tured at sea by enemy action on June 23 j 19^ was condemned to death by German 
court-martial for having allegedly attempted to ram the German submarine U.33 on 
March 28 of that year. Captain Fryatt was shot in captivity on July 27, 1916. 
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Hungarians (lie right to s(att‘ what: they wanted to the eouneil. He recalled 
the deplorable staU^nient of H<‘rr BroekdorO-Raiitzaii.-’ U'Clount Apponyi 
wished to make a stateamait from Hungary’s jioint of view, he did not think 
he ought to be refused. 

Mr. Lnovn (Ikorcjk n^calhxl that (he Turks had also lieen allowed to 
make a statement. 

M. CuKMRNCJKAU saicl that he thought the eouneil ought to hear what the 
Hungarians had to say, but tluy ought not to discuss anything with them. 
'Jlie proper course would bc‘. to appoint a day and to inform (lount Apponyi 
that no discussion would l)(^ permitt<'(h and that a prorvx-virhal would bo taken 
of what he said. 

SuiNOR NiTTi agnxul. 

Mr. Lcoyi) (iKORcjK also agreed. He said our ol)j<‘et ought to be, if 
possible, to detach tlu^ Hungarians from th<^ (Jerman ('onn<‘ction. 

It was agn^<‘.(l — 

Hial Ml. ('leinoiie.eau shouhl iiiforiti (lount Apponyi I hat llu^ council 
would hear what he ha<l to say on the following <lay at 2.1i() p.ni., but 
should notify him that llu'jre would he no discussion, an<I that a proch- 
verbal would he, tak<m of what ho had to say. 

5. M. Bkrtitklot raised the question of Belgian participation in the Military 
(Iounc.il at Versailles. This question had betui discussed 

thought that 

Belgium might partic.i[)ato. Marshal Kocdi had now re- 
ported that, when this question was discussed by the military representatives, 
General Sackvillc-West had expressed the view that the Belgians ought not 
to participate except when questions relating to Belgium were und<T discus- 
sion: for example, the Rhineland and the execution of th<' military clauses 
of the German IVcaty. This, he pomted out, was a v<Ty wide definition, and 
would enable the Belgians to take part in practically all discussions relating 
to the execution of the German Treaty of Peace. It would, howovetr, exclude 
questions relating to Central Europe. Marshal Eoch then^fon* now proposed 
the question as to whether the Belgians should be allowed to participate on 
the same footing as the Great Powers, or only in purely (German questions. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the answer to Marshal Eoeh’s cjiicstion 
depended largely on the responsibilities and liabilities which Belgium was 
prepared to accept. If Belgium was prepared to accept r(\sponsibility in 
regard to such matters eis military action for the defence of the Caucasus and 
the Caspian, which had been referred to (he Military Advisers, then he 
would be very glad to have the advice of their military n^presentativc. 

2 The reference was to the statemenL made on May 7, 1919, by (loiint Brockclorfr- 
Rantzau, then German Foreign Minister and head of (luj G(;rnian Pc^are l)cleg;alion, in 
a plenary session of the Peace Congress at Versailles on the occasion of th<‘ pn\s<nUatiou of 
the conditions of peace to the German Delegation. This sp(‘erh was published at the time. 
An English text of it is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: 
Uie Paris Peace Conference IQIQ, vol. iii, pp. 417—20. 
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Otherwise, however, he did not see why they should take part in such dis- 
cussions. 

M. Glemengeau agreed. 

Signor Nitti agreed. 

M. Clemenceau instructed M. Berthelot to prepare a reply to Marshal 
Foch in ,this sense. 


6. M. Berthelot recalled a decision which had been taken in London, and 
. confirmed in Paris, in regard to the continuance of the 

iSmui miUtary orga^ation under the Presidency 

sation Marshal Foch at VersaiUes,^ the second part of which 

stated that the Military Council should execute such 
orders as the Allied and Associated Powers might give them. The Italian 
delegation had made an objection to this comparatively wide extension of 
the functions of the Military Council, 

After M. Berthelot had given a further explanation of the circumstances, 
Signor Nitti said that he would withdraw his objections. 

Paris^ January 75, ig20. 


Appendix i to No. 73 
Draft of the French Delegation^ January 12 ^ ig20 

In now notifying the Queen’s Government of the text of article 227 (certified 
copy attached)^ of the Treaty of Peace with Germany which came into effect on the 
loth January, 1920, the Powers have the honour to make it known at the same 
time that they have decided to put the terms of this article into execution without 
delay. 

In consequence the Powers are addressing to the Netherlands Government an 
official request to place William of Hohenzollern, ex-Emperor of Germany, in their 
hands in order that he may be tried. 

The Netherlands Government is aware of the indefeasible reasons which im- 
periously require that those, even those most highly placed, who have been guilty 
of the premeditated violation of international treaties as well as the systematic 
disregard of the most sacred rules of the law of nations should undergo the process 
(sanction) laid down by the Peace Conference. 

The Powers will briefly recall among so great a list of crimes the cynical violation 
of the neutrality of Belgium and Luxemburg, the barbarous and pitiless system^ of 
taking hostages, the massed deportations, the seizure of young girls from Lille 
from the midst of their families who were handed over without any protection to 
the worst treatment, the systematic devastation of great regions without any military 
purposes, the unrestricted submarine war, including the inhuman abandonment 
of its victims on the High Seas, the innumerable acts committed against non- 
combatants under German authority in violation of the laws of war, &c. 

All these acts for which the responsibility, at any rate the moral responsibility, 
lies at the door of the supreme Lord, who ordered them and who abused his absolute 

3 See No. 58, minute 4 and No. 54, minute 2. 

+ Not annexed to original. For the text of this article see appendix 3 bdow. 
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power in order to infringe or allow to be infringed the most sacred rules of human 
conscience. 

The Powers cannot bring tliemsclvcs to believe that the Government of the 
Netherlands can regard with less eond(;mnalion than thcunselves the immense 
responsibility which lies upon the ex-liniperor. Holland would not fulfil its inter- 
national duty if it refused to associate itself with the other nations as far as its 
powers permit in order to bring to justice, or at any rate not. to imped(', the punish- 
ment of these: crimes. 

Tn addressing this reciuest to the Netherlands (lowTunu'iit, they think it well 
to jjoiut out its exceptional character. I'hey have the duty of enforcing the ('.xccu- 
tion of articU: uu7 without allowing delay for the j)urposc of discussion, Ix-.causc in 
existing circumstances it is not fundamentally concerned with a public accusation, 
having a juridii:al character, but with an act of high international policy reciuircd 
by the conscience of mankind in which the forms of justice have been sp<'cially 
eonsid(u-<'d in order to ensure that the accused shall hav<' guaranli'cs such ns public 
right has never yet experienced. 

'I’hc Powers are convinced that Holland, w'hich has always shown its re.spect for 
right and its love for ju.stic<^ and which luis Ixxm one of tlu^ first to claim its place 
in the League of Nations, will not wish to extend its moral approval to the violation 
of these fundamental principU:s ol the solidarity ol nations who are all cfjually 
concerned to prevent a repetition of so great a catastrophe. I he people ol the 
Netherlands are deeply concerned that tlicy should not appear to protect the 
principal author by giving him pi'otcction on their own territory and that they 
should facilitate the trial demanded by the voices of millions of victims. 


Appendix 2 to No. 73 

Drafi Note to the Netherlands Government prepared bj Drafting Committee, 

January 10, igso 

In view of the breaches of every kind committed under the supreme authority of 
William of Hohenzollern, cx-Emperor of Germany, in defiance of promises given 
and of the principles of justice and humanity developed during the progress of 
civilisation, the Allied and Associated Powers consider that <dl civilised nations 
have a common duty not to allow such a reversion to barbarism to pass without 
bringing those responsible to book. 

Accordingly the Allied and Associated Powers have publicly arraigtted WiUiam 
Hohenzollcrn, ex-Emperor of Germany, for a supr eme ollcnce against international 
morality and the sanctity of treaties. 

In consequence and in accordance with the terms of the I rcaty of Peace signed 
with Germany on the 28th June, 1919, and now in force, the Allied and Associated 
Powers have the honour to ask the Government of the Netherlands to deliver into 
their hands the person of William Hohenzollcrn in order that he may he brought 
to trial. 

The Allied and Associated Powers do not doubt that the (Jovernmenl of IIci 
Majesty the Queen will associate itself with the sentiments by which they arc them- 
selves animated, and will be anxious, as are the Allied and Associated Powers them- 
selves, that the peqple of the Netherlands should not appear to the world as the 
defenders of acts which have so deeply moved all mankind. 
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Appendix 3 to No. 73 

Communication to the Government of the j{etherlands 

(Approved by the Council of Four on June 26, 1919.) 

The Government of the United States of America, the British Empire, France, 
Italy and Japan, have the honour to call the attention of the Netherlands Cjovem- 
ment to article 227 of the Treaty of Peace, signed at Versailles the s day of 
June, 1919, to which the twenty-seven Allied and Associated Powers and Germany 
are Signatory and Contracting Parties. 

Article 227 is thus worded: — 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers publicly arraign William II of Hohen- 
zollern, formerly German Emperor, for a supreme offence against international 
morality and the sanctity of treaties. 

‘A special tribunal will be constituted to try the accused, thereby assuring hiTn 
the guarantees essential to the right of defence. It will be composed of five 
judges, one appointed by each of the following Powers: namely, the United 
States of America, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan. 

Tn its decision the ffibunal will be guided by the highest motives of inter- 
national policy, with a view to vindicating the solemn obligations of international 
undertakings and the validity of international morality. It will be its duty to 
fix the punishment which it considers should be imposed. 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers will address a request to the Government 
of the Netherlands for the surrender to them of the ex-Emperor in order that he 
may be put on trial.’ 

Persons residing in Germany against whom judicial proceedings are to be taken 
by the Allied and Associated Powers will be delivered to them in accordance with 
the terms of article 228 of the Treaty of Peace. If the ex-Emperor had remained 
in Germany he would have been delivered to them by the Govenunent of that 
country upon the request of the Allied and Associated Powers. As, however, he is 
temporarily residing in the Netherlands, the principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, acting in their own behalf and in behalf of all the signatories of the Treaty 
of Peace and in accordance with its terms, have the honour respectfully to request 
the Government of the Netherlands to deliver to them the ex-Emperor at a time 
and place to be later specified to be proceeded against in the manner provided in 
article 227 of the Treaty. 

The principal Allied and Associated Governments respectfully call the attention 
of the Netherlands Government to the fact that the delivery of the ex-Emperor is 
requested ‘for a supreme offence against international morality and the sanctity of 
treaties’; that proceedings against the ex-Emperor are before a special tribunal in 
which the accused is to have ‘the guarantees essential to the right of defence’; that 
the decision is to be ‘guided by the highest motives of international policy’, and 
that the punishment to be inflicted upon the accused, should he be found guilty of 
the offence with which he is charged, is to be fixed by the tribunal ‘with a view 
to vindicating the solemn obligations of international undertakings and the validity 

of international morality’. . 

The principal Allied and Associated Powers further call the attention ot the 
Government of the Netherlands to the well-established principle of universal 
application, that even if the offence with which the ex-Emperor is charged were to 

3 Omission in original. 



be coiisiclcrecl political at the dat<t of its coniinissioii llic: ajvnunneiit of the nations to 
submit it and its submission to a judicial tribunal, thus transfoi'niinir it from the 
political to the judicial I'onini, make that judicial which vv^ould have otherwise been 
political. 

The principal Allied and Associated Powers will be happy to r(‘C('ivc the 
assurance of the Government of the NetluTlancls that it will lake; the necessary 
measures to comply with the present re(|ucst. 


Apj>kndix 4 TO No. 73 
Count Apponji to M. Clcmcnceaii 

DKI.^^LCATION OK UONCUUK, 

M. le President, nkuim.y, Iv i.f Janvier 

J’ai riioimeur de vous aecuser re(‘eplion de voln^ h'ttrc' dii i.i janvier eourant, 
par laquello vous invittv. fonnelleinent la del<‘gation hon.L>irois(‘ a s(‘ naidn^ deinain, 
k 4 heun;s de: Papres-micli, au Ministere dcs Allaire's etraiij-cirs alin ePy reeevoir 
le tcxt<; des conditions de i)aix arretees par Ics I*uissaii(-(\s allic<*s.^’ 

Hien cpie iPayant pas encore pu aehcvtT la vcrih<'ali(>ii clcs pouvoirs d(‘s repre- 
sentants des Alli<% nous aurons rhonnour de deferer a e(‘tt(‘ invitation. 

Jamais, d’ailleurs, Pidee nc nous est v<inue de cluTt'lu'r dc\s prcl(‘x(es pour nous 
derober a unc triche pour Paccompllssement de hupa'lh' nous sonmics veiuis a 
Paris. 

Le miniine dclai que nous vous avons demandc iPavait ra.pj)ort (pda la verifica- 
tion des pouvoirs; la question d(^ notre situation vis-a-vis dc PAm(hi(pi(; u’avait 
rien k y voir, cominc le texte de notn^ lettre \c ])rouv<'. k iWvkUmcc.. ludcptmdam- 
ment dc la question du d('dai, nous avions le devoir tPcHdaiin'ii* c<‘(t<‘ situation ct, 
n’ayanl aucunc communication dircctc avec Ic nioatUt (^xl(‘ri<air, il (allait bien nous 
adresser dans ce but k votro obligeance. 

Vous aveZj d^aillcurs, bien voulu nous rcnseigiuT que repivscutant du (hju- 
vcrncmcnt des Etats-Unis sera pixseut k la remise des conditions d(^ paix et nous 
avons cn memc temps rc^m Ics pleins pouvoirs tie M. rAmbassadcnir Wallace qui 
I’autoriscnt k conclure la paix avec la liongric. 

Veuillez, &c. 

AenoNYi. 


Appendix 5 to No. 73 
Count Apponji to M. Clemenceau 

Dl?:ii:GATl()N J>K IIONOUIK, 

M. le President, NKUir.ny, le 14 janvier i()20. 

La d 61 ^gation hongroise k la Conference de la Paix a cxpi im<' dans sa note du 
14 janvier le d6sir de pouvoir participer k une discussion oralti clt^s problcmes 
touchant son pays, et elle a indique les raisons, concIuanUis k mon avis, qui 
pourraient amener le Conseil supreme k changer la procedure dans Ic cas dc la 
Hongrie. 


^ See No. 72, minute i and note 2, 
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Si, toutefois, cela ne pouvait se faire a titre ofEciel, je me permettrais de de- 
mander aux repr&entants des grandes Puissances alliees et associees — ^France, 
Grande-Bretagne, £tats-Unis d’Amerique et Japon — de bien vouioir m’accorder 
un entretien particulier, non officiel, oil je pourrais mettre sous leurs yeux ie point 
de vue hongrois, sans la connaissance duquel il me semble impossible d’aborder les 
graves questions d’equilibre et de tranquiUite en Europe orientale. Peut-on, en 
bonne justice et equite, refuser a une nation placee dans une situadon telle que la 
notre d’etre ecoutee avant de prononcer son arret definitif ? Peut-on arriver a la 
verite en n’ecoutant qu’une des parties interessees dans des questions contro- 
versees? Peut-on resoudre les problemes de I’Europe orientale, en passant a cote 
de la Hongrie, qui pendant des siecles en etait la clef de voute? 

En tout cas, je dois a mon pays et a la lourde responsabilite que ia confiance de 
ce pays fait peser sur moi, de tout tenter pour etre entendu, de tout faire pour 
retablir au dernier moment du moins, et dans la mesure du possible, I’equilibre des 
parties en litige dans un proces oil Texistence meme de la Hongrie est en question. 

Je ne crains pas de refus dans ces conditions. Mais, si les representants des 
grandes Puissances preferaient s’entretenir avec un ou avec quelques-uns de mes 
collegues a la delegation, ceux-ci sont enticement a votre disposition. 

En votre qualite de president de la Conference de la Paix et du Conseil supreme, 
c’est vous seul, monsieur, qui pouvez recevoir les communications des dCegations 
etrangCes. A ce titre, je me permets de vous prier de faire parvenir a leur destina- 
tion les lettres, identiques a celle-ci, que j’adresse en meme temps aux repre- 
sentants des grandes Puissances susnommees. 

Agreez, &c. 

Apponyi. 


No. 74 

LG.p. 1 8 .] Notes of a Meeting of tfw Heads of Delegations of the American, 
British, French, and Italian Governments, held in M. Pichon s Room, Qvm 
PO rsay, on Friday, January i6, 1920, at 10.30 a.m.^ 

Present: The Hon. Hugh Wallace; segretabies, Mr. Harrison, Captain 

Winthrop. . xr- - 

British Empire'. The Right Hon. D, Lloyd George, Prime Minister, 

SECRETARY, Sir M. Hankey. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretary, M. MassigU. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretary, Signor Trombetti. 

The following were also present : 

British Empire: The Right Hon. the Viscount Grey of Falloden, Mr. 

Philip Kerr, Mr. Wise. , , it* 

France: M. Gambon, M. Ygnace, M. Berthelot, M. Dutasta, M. Kam- 

merer, M. Arnavon. 

Italy: Marquis della Toretta. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

> A variant text of this document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the 
United States: the Paris Peace Conference, 1919, vol. ix, p. 863 f. 
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1. M. Clemenckait said lie had discussed with M. Ygnaoo the possibility of 

cutting down the numbers of persons to be demanded under 
article 228 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. M. Ygnacc 
ain oj <v that, while demanding that the I'Vench should cut 

down their list, the British had increased their own list. What lu; proposed, 
therefore, was that M. Yguacc should talk the matter over with the British 
Lord Chancellor and that they should bring a joint rejiort at a future; meet- 
ing. 

Mr. Lloyd Geor(jk agreed to this. 

(M. Ygnacc. then withdrew, to await Lord Birkenhead, te> wluun a 
telephone nie;ssage had be;en despatched.) 

2. With reference te) i.o.p. 15,^ Minute 3, the ce)uncil had before . them 

the; re;port of the; e;otnmitte;e whie;h they had ai)])e)inte;d to 

in'Rnttia'^ ^ Iiedie'.yin Russia (Appen- 
dix x). 

M. BKRTiiKLtvr stated that the; e;e)inmittee hael met twice e»n the; pre-vious 
day, and had e;ventually agreed on tlie repe)rt wliieh hael l)e;en <;ire;ulatcd. 
The ce)mmittce had generally agree;d that it was extre;nudy impeirtaut te) try 
and establish direct contact between the W(;stern countrie-s and the- Russian 
peasants, in order te) secure exports fre)m Russia, whie h would bi-ing down 
the price of raw materials and alfect the rate e)f exchange. 'I'he dillie'.ulty was 
that this had to be done withexut entering into nt;ge)tiatie)ns whic.li would 
involve any sort of recognition e)f the Bolshe;viks. I'herefore; it was impossible 
to have direct communication with the Be)lsheviks. On (he; e)(lu'r hand, it 
was impossible to proceed without having the assent e)f (ho Be)lsheviks. 'I’hcrc 
might be something in the argument that the Be)lshe;vik Ge)veriune;nt would 
agree because of the great need of the Russian people. 'i'he;y knew (hat they 
could only give paper money in exchange for impe)rtcd goods, and (hat these 
roubles were of no value. As the peasants had very great need of such articles 
as clothing, boots, drugs, &c., it was possible that the Bolsheviks would allow 
the export of wheat, flax, coal, oil and other essential raw materials. 1 1 there- 
fore resulted in this, that the Allies could not send official i-cpres(;n1ativcs to 
discuss with the Bolshevik Government, but that the Russian eo-operative 
associations, which had ofiices in Paris and London and had headcpi.'irterf 
in Moscow, might possibly be able to get authority from the Bolsheviks foi 
this commerce. They were prepared to make the attempt, and would inforn' 
the Allied Governments as to the result. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there seemed complete agreement as to the 
general lines of the report. There were one or two alterations in the form 
which he wished to suggest. He referred first to paragraph 8, the seconc 
and third lines, from which he proposed to omit the following words: — 
‘from the Bolsheviks,’ 

so that the first sentence would read as follows: — 

‘With regard to transport, the co-operative headquarters at Moscov 

* No. 71. 
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would endeavour to secure at least four complete trains for use to and from 
the Black Sea ports.’ 

He also proposed that the heading should read as follows : — 

^Report of committee appointed to consider the reopening of certain 
trading relations with the Russian people.’ 

Finally, in the same order of ideas, he proposed that in line 3 of the first 
paragraph, instead of the words ‘the whole of Russia,’ should be substituted 
‘the Russian people,’ so that the first sentence would read as follows : — 

‘The committee understands that it has been instructed to consider the 
practical details of a scheme for reconstructing trading operations with the 
Russian people.’ 

M. Clemengeau and Signor Nitti agreed to these alterations. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that the next step was to refer it to the 
committee to carry out the policy. 

M. Kammerer said that the only step to be taken was to send a radio 
telegram to Moscow. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked what communication should be made to the 
press. 

M. Clemengeau said that as little as possible should be stated to the press. 
M. Kammerer said that the Bolsheviks would state that this involved 
raising the blockade. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the blockade had already been raised, since 
our ships had been withdrawn.^ It had just been suggested to him, he said, 
that it would be impossible to keep this information from leaking out, because 
the co-operative associations would have to publish it. 

The question was adjourned to enable a press communique to be 
drafted. 

At a later stage of the meeting M. Berthelot read the press com- 
munique in Appendix 2. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he had two objections to this draft. The first was 
that the co-operative associations would not like the inference that they were 
taking the initiative in the matter. They had their own friends in Russia, 
and would not wish to compromise them. 

M. Clemengeau said he did not feel that so much as the suggestion of the 
intervention of the Governments. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that also it was not expedient to state in direct 
terms that we would not recognise the Bolshevik Government- This was to 
introduce a provocative note. 

M. Clemengeau said that every word of this announcement required to 
be weighed, and he would therefore propose to consider the matter after 
hearing the Hungarians that afternoon, 

3 Mr Lloyd George may have been referring to the winter withdrawal of British naval 
units from certain areas such as the Gulf of Finland. It does not appear that specific 
instructions raising the blockade had been issued by that date. 
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' It was agreed — 

(a) To approve the report of the commit lee appoiiiU'd to consider the 

reopening «d’ (certain trading rclalions with tin* Uiissian people, as 
ainemled in the form shown in Appendix il.' 

(b) To remit to the eoniinitt.ee the task of giving elfeel to the re|>ort. 

(e) To res{*rve the question of the press eoinmuniipie until the afternoon 
meeting. 

(M. Jul(;s (lambon entcictl at (hLs (loint.) 

3. M. Cambon .said that on the previous day, as instructed by the c.omicil, he 
, , and Mr. Philij) Kerr and the Marejuis della 'I’oretta had got into 

i ti. (.Mumus representatives offh'orgia and Azt'rbaijan. 'I’licy 

had begun by communicating to th<;m the resolution of the council that the 
Ciovernmeuts of Georgiti and tlu; Azerbaijan shouUl b<; recognised as de. facto 
(lovernments.® 'They were then asked for their observations and whether 
they had any requests to make. Two reprc;sentativ<'s (including- M. Tsere- 
telli)® and two for the Azerbaijan had s|)oken in suc<-<*ssion. They had 
thanked the Principal Alluxl and Associated l^>W(-rs I'or giving tluun recogni- 
tion as de facto Governments, but had asked for mon*. Tluiy dcsiri'd tltat 
nothing should bo done to hinder their eiuhxivour to detach tlu'uisclvcs 
completely from Russia, and they .said that they might n;(|uir(^ financial, 
political and military aid to enable them to establish tlu*ir old position. He 
and his colleagues had then put some (|uestions to th<;m as to their e.xt<!rnal 
situation, and particularly tis to what dang<u's tluiy might cx|hx-.I from 
Russia. 'I’liey had shown themselves more prcoccupitid with the intentions 
ofDenikin than of those of the Bolsheviks. In vi<;w of the situation of General 
Deirikin’s army at the present time, howcv(;r, tlu-y w<t(^ f'or th<^ moment 
somewhat reassured. He and his colleagues, and particularly Mr. Philip 
Kerr, had then a.skcd for particulars as to the military situation of the re- 
publics. At first they had not replied with any precision, but on btung pressed 
they had stated that the Georgians could jjul in the Ii<dd an army ol’ about 
50,000 men, while the Azerbaijan could provide an araty of about 100,000 
men. Their army was composed of a small force of regulars, which was i)ro- 
vided -with officers of the old Russian armies, including gcrterals and nitijor- 
gencrals, in addition to which there was a national guard. M. Tscretelli had 
considered that the forces were sufficient for tin; defence of Georgia mid 
Azerbaijan against invasion by the Bolshevik armies. He had laid stress on 
the fact, however, that the people would not agree to any offensive war and 
that the army was only equal to a defensive. 

M. CLEitENCEAU thought that even this was doubtful. 

M. Cambon said that, even though the numbers ol' the forces of these 
republics were sufficient, they lacked arms and ammunition, and they asked 
the Great Powers to make good their needs in this respect. When Denikin 

♦ Not printed. This appendix was identical with appendix i subject to the tlirce amend- 
ments proposed by Mr. Lloyd George. 

* See No. 65, minute 5. A Gcorgiiin rcprcstTilative. 
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had been prosperous he had imposed his authority in Daghestan, but, since 
Denikin’s army had practically ceased to exist, Daghestan had been freed. 
Representatives of Georgia and Azerbaijan had pressed the Powers to recog- 
nise the Government of Daghestan as a A facto Government in order to 
provide a buffer zone between them and the north. He wished to add one 
word as to one difference of opinion between the representatives of Georgia 
and Azerbaijan. The Georgians, as could be understood from the situation 
of their country, expressed the opinion that the principal danger from 
Russia — ^whether from Denikin’s forces or from the Bolsheviks — ^^vould come 
from along the coast of the Black Sea, and that there was no serious danger 
from the direction of the Caspian. The Azerbaijanians, however, whose 
State borders on the Caspian suggested exactly the reverse, and considered 
that the great danger came from that side. If the Bolsheviks, on the dis- 
banding of Denikin’s army, followed them as far as Derbend, they would , 
easily take Baku, and the whole coast would be in danger. This danger was 
especially great, because some of the ships belonging to Denikin were frozen 
up, and there were no means of meeting an attack. There was only one ship 
there flying the British flag, and that would not be able to effect much. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked for details as to what they had said about 
Daghestan. 

M. Gambon said that they had asked that it should be recognised as a 
de facto Government. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there were really four States in the Caucasus : 
the Russian Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan and Daghestan. The two former 
were Christian. 

M. Clemengeau asked of what kind. He understood from the Geor^an 
Minister that they were Gregorians, but when he asked him what Gregorians 
were he said he did not know. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he believed that these tribes would put up a most 
formidable resistance to the Bolsheviks. It had taken the Russians a long 
time to conquer them in the past. The trouble was that Denikin had shown 
himself hostile to them and had bombarded some of their villages. We had 
tried to stop him, but we had not succeeded in doing so. It was satisfactory 
that the representatives of Georgia and the Azerbaijan had not asked for any 
troops. The Caspian fleet, which was now in Denikin s hands, required 
1 ,500 sailors to man it. The question arose as to whether it was worth sending 
sailors if Denikin was willing to hand it over. Possibly, however, he m^ht 
not be willing. The British had four battalions of troops at Batoum. The 
Government now had to consider whether they would take these away or 
leave them to stiffen the troops in the Caucasus. If they 
might leave them there, but only if they were useful. The Aga Khan had told 
him that the Mahometans throughout the world would be very well pleased 
if the Powers would recognise Azerbaijan and Daghestan which were 
Moslem States. He thought it would be worth while to send ammunition 

to the Caucasus. 

M. Clemengeau agreed, if there were any to send. 
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Mr. Lloyd George said tliat the British had plenty, and he thought the 
French also. 

M. Clemenceaxj said he thouglit it had all been given to llic Soviets, 
through Denikin. 

Mr. Lr.oYD George said lluit a good deal of ammunition was now on its 
way to the Black Sea, and he would like to div<u‘l this (rom Denikin to the 
(Jaucasus. lie believed also there were lots ol'inaUa'ial al Novorossisk, and 
this might be diverted to th<; (laucasus. 

The question was adjourned to a later me('ting, wluai Marshal Foch 
and I'^icld-Marshal Wilson would be pn'sent. 

[The nieeiing adjoumed al a.m.) 

Parb^ J aimary i 6 ^ 


Aprendik r TO No. 71. 

Report of Commit lee appointed to consider the Heopenin/f of certain 1 rading 

Relations with Russia 

'Fhe eommittee understands that it has instru( t(^d to (‘onsidc'r the practical 
details of a scheme lor r(TX)nstrueting trading op(Tali<>ns with th<‘ whoU* of Russia 
without reeoguisiiig oflieially the Bolsla^vik ( lovtTnnuMil, and that, in particular, 
it is to examine how far it is [)ossil)le for tiu' <‘(M)peraliv<' org;anisalions to assist in 
this [)roccss. 

'Ihe following outline proposals, which are luadct aftcT taking into c'onsiclcratioi) 
the suggestions put forward l)y M. Berkenheiin, arc, rccomnuaulcd for adoption by 
the conference on the assumption that direct commimicalions l)clw<u;n Allied 
countries and territories occui)ied by Bolshevik forers arct |)ra<Uic*al)l(^: 

1. 'File Allied Governments should inform the eo-ojxa-ative organisations that 

they are prepared to permit the exchange, of goods, on tin; basis of reci- 
procity, between all Russia and Allied and luaitral ('ountri(‘s, and should 
invite these organisations to export surplus grain, ioocl and raw materials 
from Russia so as to provide exchange for clothing and oiIum* goods needed 
by Rtissia. 

2. 'Fhe co-operative organisations would then communic’aU^ by wireless with 

their headquarters in Moscow, and cuc{uire wIkMIku* the co-operative 
movement was prepared to undertake Llu^ responsibility for handling the 
export and import of goods and whether such exchang(\s mtsc practically 
possible. Representatives of the Paris or London office of the co-operative 
organisations would at once proceed to Moscow to discuss details. 

3. The co-operative headquarters in Moscow would as('-ertain wht'thtT it would 

be permitted to export grain, flax, &c., and wIk^iIuu* transport and other 
necessary facilities would be afforded to it. 

4. On receipt of a reply, the co-operative headquarters would th<^n communicate 

its decision to its Paris representatives. 

,5. If the co-operative headquarters are prepared to uudtTtake llu; n^sponsibility, 
M. Berkenheim and the other officials of the co-o])erativc organisation 
would then be prepared to make definite contracts to supply grain, flax, 
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Slc.j from Russia, provided that they were financed at the beginning up to 
25 per cent, of the full value of the contracts either direct or through 
British, French or Italian co-operative organisations or private traders. 

6. The balance of the credits required they would themselves pro\’ide from their 

own resources in London, Paris, &c., or by arrangement \dth the British, 
French or Italian co-operative movement or private bankers or traders. 

7. They would immediately proceed to start the shipment of goods purchased 

with these credits to the Black Sea or the Baltic ports, any loss falling on 
them if the goods were confiscated or destroyed. 

8. With regard to transport, the co-operative headquarters at Moscow would 

endeavour to secure at least four complete trains from the Bolsheviks for 
use to and from the Black Sea ports. If this was impossible, M. Berken- 
heim and his associates would utilise some of their credits for purchasing 
trucks and locomotives in Allied countries. They would, in any case, send 
out a number of motor-lorries to assist the railways. 

9. As soon as it became clear that grain started to be moved out of Russia and 

that the Bolsheviks were offering no resistance, the contracts would, of 
course, be considerably extended so as to cover the full amount of at least 
I million tons of grain, which it is estimated can be exported within a 
reasonable time. 

E. F. Wise, 

A. Kaacvierer. 
Della Torretta. 

PARIS, January /j, ig2o. 


Appendix 2 to No. 74 

Draft Press Comrnunique 

The Supreme Council has taken up the question and has tried to remedy the 
cruel situation and isolation of the peoples in the interior of Russia, who find them- 
selves deprived of all manufactured products and food firom abroad as the result of 
the complete disorganisation that exists in the interior of Russia. 

Qualified representatives of powerful co-operative societies, who extend thw 
organisation and their union in all parts of Russia, and who have offices abroad, in 
particular, in London and in Paris, have been heard by the council of the Allies. 
Their proposal of trying to organise quite outside all political interference regular 
exchanges of merchandise (cereals and commodities and Russian raw material 
against clothes, shoes and manufactured products of all kinds, as well as medical 
stores), has been taken into consideration by the Supreme Council. 

This humane attempt does not involve any modification of the Allied pohey 
with regard to the Soviet Government. It is the interested individuals themselves 
who, quite independent of all Government action, will try to establish a cu^ent of 
exchanges which is so indispensable not only to the well-being of the inhabitants, 
but to their very life itself. 

PARIS, January rff, igso. 
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No. 75 


i.c.p. 19.] .JVoles of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the. Five 
Principal Powers, held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Friday, 
January 16, ig^o, at p.rnd 

Pkk.sent: V.S.A.-. 'I’lic Moii. Huf(h Wiillucc; secretaries, Mr. Harrison, (laptain 
Wintlirop. 

liritish Knipirf.: 'I'lu' Right Hon. 1). hloyd (Jeorgi', IVinu- Minislor- 
SECRETARY, Sir M. Hauki-y. 

France' M. (UenuMux-au; secretary, M. Massigli. A S(<'nogra])li<;r. 

Haty. Signor Niui; secretary, Signor Troinlx'Ui. 

~f(i(mn: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

7’lie following were also pr('s<'n(,; 

liritish Fnifiirr: Mr. VVis<‘. 

France: M. BiTihclol, M. DutasUa. 

Ilaty: Mar<iuis (h^lla 'I'orrcUa. 

Ilttnj’rity: (lonnt Ap])onyi, two other <lelegates. 

Interpreter; Professor Mantoux. 

The (hrAiRMAN: 1 call upon the chairman of the (l<;lega.tion (o sjieak. 

CloiiNT Api'CNYr:-^ Mr. (lhainnan and (Jcutlcnicn, 1 beg to thank yon once 
more for having given us this opportunity of aiiproaching you. I would 
frankly prefer n discussion -which would, in my opinion, he tlic only means 
of arriving at a proper idea and a clear knowledge of llu; eomiiliciited 
questions concerning ourselves — but as the Supreme (louncil has niiule up 
its mind in the matter, 1 have only to acquie-sec and to acc(;pt the; situation 
such as it is. In order not to trcspa.ss too much on your valuable tim<‘, 1 shall 
plunge into my subject at once. 

Since yesterday we have been olficially cognisant of tin; conditions of peace. 
I feel the immense responsibility resting on me, by reason of tlu; fact that it is 
I who must speak the first words on the part of Ifungaiy concerning these 
conditions. 

T do not hesitate to tell you frankly that, unless certain (‘ssential alt(;rations 
arc made therein, the conditions of peace which you hav<; been good miougli 
to present to us appear to be unacceptable for my country. 1 have a clear 
knowledge and accurate perception of the dangers and ills which would be 
caused by refusal to sign tliis peace. And yet, if my countiy finds that it must 
choose between acceptance of the terms as they stand and refusal to sign, it 
would have to ask itself the question whether it would be worth while to 
commit suicide in order to escape death. 

Fortunately, this stage has not yet been reached. You asked us to submit 
our remarks, and we had the honour to submit some of them even before the 

* A variant text of this document is printed in Papm relating to the. Fou'.ign Policy of the 
United States: the Paris Peace Conference, vol. ix, p. 872 f. 

^ An Einglish. text of the Hungarian version of the following slatexnont by (lOiiiiL Aiiponyi 
is printed in The Hungarian Peace Negotiations, voL ij pp, 310*“ 17, 
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conditions of peace were handed to us. ^Ve feel confident that those remarks 
which have already been and those which have yet to be submitted ’'^vill be 
considered by you as thoroughly and as seriously as the gravity of the matter 
admits and demands. We hope to be able to convince you. Our hope in this 
direction is the more real as we do not intend, either now or later on, to make 
a useless parade of our sentiments nor even to adopt an exclusive and irrecon- 
cilable attitude regarding the special interests entrusted to us for defence. 
We look for common ground where we may all meet and be able to come to 
an understanding. This common ground exists. Gentlemen; it is that of the 
great principles of international justice and of the liberty of nations which the 
Allied Powers have so clearly enunciated; it is that of the great and mutual 
interests of peace and of European stability and reconstruction. 

It is from the point of view of these principles and interests that "we should 
consider the conditions of peace suggested to us. 

In the first place, it is impossible not to be struck by their extreme severity. 

Allow me to explain. 

Somewhat rigorous conditions of peace have certainly been imposed on the 
other belligerent nations, Germany, Austria and Bulgaria. But none of them 
involved territorial adjustments affecting so essentially the very existence of 
the nations as those imposed on us. 

In the case of Hungary, it would be a question of losing two-thirds of her 
territory and nearly two-thirds of her population, and would, moreover, 
mean that what remained of Hungary would lose almost all that was necessary 
to her economic prosperity, since this poor nucleus, separated from the sur- 
rounding districts which furnish the m^*or part of her coal, ore, salt, timber, 
oil and bituminous gas, cut off from her sources of extra labour and from 
her Alpine pastures which contain her reserves of cattle, this poor nucleus, 
I say, would be deprived of all the resources and all the means of economic 
progress left to the country, while at the same time an enhanced production 
is demanded of her. In view of such a serious and exceptional situation, one 
wonders in what way the above-mentioned principles and interests can have 
required this special severity in the case of Hungary.^ 

It is from the standpoint of the great principles and interests referred to 
above that I touch upon this question with the greatest possible brevity. 

Would it be an act of justice inflicted upon Hungary? 

You, Gentlemen, whom victory enables to constitute yourselves judges, 
you have pronounced guilty your former enemies, the Central Powers, and 
you have decided that the consequences of the war shall fall upon those who 
were responsible for it. But then it seems to me that the punishment ought 
to be proportionate to the degree of culpability, and since it is Hungary on 
whom are inflicted the hardest conditions of peace, and those which strike 
most sharply at the very roots of her existence, one would imagine that it is 
she who is considered the most guilty nation of all. Now, Gentlemen, without 

3 The two paragraphs immediately preceding, and considerable extracts from the present 
text of the remainder of Count Apponyi’s statement, are printed by D. Lloyd George: 
The Truth about the Peace Treaties (London, 1938), vol. u, p. 963 f. 
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thoroughly threshing out this question, regarding which wc shall submit 
documents to you, it seems to us at the outset that this verdict could not be 
pronounced upon a nation which, at the date of the outbrcuik of war, was not 
completely independent, which had only a partial influence on the decisions 
of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and which, as is proved by the docu- 
ments recently published by its representatives, exerted that influence against 
such measures as were likely to lead to war. 

I do not think that it can be a question of a verdict, because a verdict 
implies proceedings in which tlic parties are heard uiuh'r equal conditions 
and ought to have equal facilities for presenting their argunnmts. Now, 
Hungary has not been heard; it is therefore impossible that theses conditions 
of peace should bear the character of a verdict. 

Is it. Gentlemen, a question of an application of the principle of inter- 
national justice with a view to creating, in plac<j of a [jolyglot agglomeration 
such as was presented by Hungary, new formations, distributing the terri- 
tories in a more just and (xpiitable manner between the difl'enmt tiationalhics 
and better assuring the liberty of each? Here once more, upon studying the 
facts, 1 am forced to d<nibt whether this can be the reason for these new 
arrangements. 

In the fn-st place, among these u, 000,000 piusons whom it is wislu'd to 
separate from Huugaiy, there arc 35 per cent, of Magyars, three; and a half 
million, if computed in the manner least favourable to tlu; interests of our 
cause. There arc approximately a million and a (piurler (hu-mans, which 
makes 45 per cent, of the total population which it is desired to cut off from 
Hungary. Not only would they not benefit by the api)lication of the racial 
principle, but they would, on the contraiy, suffer by it. 'fluu’ed'ore, supposing 
— though X am Ihr from admitting it — that in the ease of the remaining 
55 per cent, the racial principle were to be more justly ai>[)lied than in 
Hungary of the past, that principle would still not find its a[)plieation in the 
ease of nearly one-half of the population separated from us. Now it seems to 
me that if tliere is a principle, that principle ought to b<; applied ecpially to 
all those affected by the provisions of the iretity. 

But tliere is more than that to be said. If wc consid(;r (he territorially 
augmented States tliat would arise from the ruins of former llimgary, we 
shall see that they would nearly all be better off from the racial point of view 
than was she. 

I do not wish to weary you by quoting statistics, which will, moreover, be 
contained in the documents which we shall submit to you on this subject. 
But until you have had an opportunity of studying those documents, I beg 
you to admit my postulate in order to follow the arguments wliich I shall 
take the liberty of deducing from it. 

I cannot see that the racial principle, the principle ofnational homogeneity, 
vrill gain from this amputation. It would have one sole consequence, which 
I take the liberty of mentioning without wishing to say anything in the least 
offensive to anyone whatever. I merely de.sire to state a fact. This conse- 
quence would be the transfer of national hegemony to races which, at the 
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present day, still stand on a lower level of civilisation, at any rate in the 
majority of cases. 

I wish just to lay before you a very few figures : — 

Among the Magyars, the proportion of those who know how to read and 
write is 8o per cent.; amongst the Germans in Hungary' it is 82 per cent.; 
amongst the Roumanians, 33 per cent.; amongst the Serbians, 59 and a 
fraction per cent., nearly 60 per cent. 

If we take the upper classes and consider those who have received a higher 
education, who have passed what is called in French the baccalauriat, those 
who have a degree of education equivalent to the baccalaureat, it will be seen 
that 40*84 per cent, of those who have received such an education and have 
obtained a degree equivalent to the baccalaureat are Magyars, who form 
54 per cent, of the total population; 4 per cent, are Roumanians, who number 
16 per cent, of the total population; and i per cent, or 2 per cent, are Serbs, 
who number 2*5 per cent, of the total population. 

I repeat that I call attention to this fact with no intention of wounding the 
susceptibilities of anyone whomsoever. This state of affairs is explained by 
the very simple reason that these neighbouring nations, owing to the unhappy 
incidents of their history, entered later than we into the family of civilised 
nations. The fact, however, remains, and cmnot be denied. It seems to me 
that this transfer of national hegemony to an inferior civilisation is not a 
matter of indifference from the point of view of the great intellectual interests 
of mankind. We have already been furnished with a proof of this contention. 
For at least a year past these neighbours who aspire to part of oixr territory 
have helped themselves to it by force. Under the terms of the armistice they 
had the right of military occupation, but they seized the whole machinery of 
government. The consequences are patent. In a special document which 
we shall submit to you, we shall enumerate all the destruction of objects of 
cultural value committed during this year. You will learn that two fine 
urdversities, one, that of Presburg, a former residence of the House of Savoy,+ 
the other, that of Koloshvar, being somewhat less ancient, but both equal 
to all requirements of modem science, have both been destroyed. The pro- 
fessors have been expelled, and I should like you to see who have been 
installed in their stead. I would invite you to send commissions of savants 
to make a comparison and to ascertain the true state of affairs. It is impossible 
that these historical universities and faculties should thus disappear and be 
replaced by anything of an equal value. It is impossible to replace these 
great cultural institutions. 

The same applies to the machinery of government, and to the teaching 
profession as a whole, from the highest to the lowest degree. 

Some 200,000 children are already running about the streets in territory 
occupied by the Roumanians, deprived of any instruction whatsoever owmg 
to the lack of teachers, Hungarian teachers having been removed and it bemg 
impossible to replace them. 

4 The text here is evidently incorrect and is not in accordance with the Hungarian 
version, op. cit., vol. i, p. 312. 
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Filially, Ociitlcmcn, I consider that, from the point of view of wide 
humanitarian interests, one cannot contemplate with indilferencc or with 
complacency this transfer of national hegemony to a race which, notwith- 
standing all its promise, stands on an inferior cultural level. 

We have already seen that it is not an act ofjusticc which a|)pears to have 
given rise to the siwere terms imposed on Hungary. 

We have seen that the priuci|)l(; of nationality has nothing to gain thereby. 

Is it possible that action was taken in the name of the liberty of nations? 

If so, something must have been taken for granted the < <)njeeture that 

the non-indigenons races of llungaiy would prefer to Ix'comc part of a State 
belonging to lho,se with whom they are racially akin, rather tlian to become 
citizens of the Hungarian State, with Magy'ar lu;gemony. 

Granted lint it is nothing but a supposition. I beg to point out that, if 
conjectun' is to be admitted, the opposite conjecture also liolds good, i.c., that 
these .If) per cent, of Magyars and of Cennans to Ix' transh-rred to the new 
StaUs miglit , just as validly, be consklenid as desirous of remaining members 
of the Hungarian State. It would merely be a ea.se of changing preftarnees 
about. But why pnx.eod by c.onjecture? Why act on a supposition, wluai 
one simple and unique means of S(;ttling the ()uestion I'emains, a means 
which we loudly claim should be. applied? That means is tlie plelii.seile. 

In the name of the great principle, so wadi enunciated l)y President Wilson, 
that no group ofpiaiple, no poinilation, can lx; transliared li-om one State 
to another without being consulted, as though they W(;re with'ss ca,ttle,s jji 
the name of this great principh; which is, moreov(;r, !ui axiom full of 
good sense and desirable from the point of vi<‘w of ethics wa; a.sk for, wc 
claim, the plebiscite for all parts of our country which it is (h'sirial to detach, 
and I hereby state that wc are willing to abide by the results of such phibis- 
citc, whatever they may be. Wc ask, of couree, that it should be tak<m under 
conditions a.ssuring absolute freedom. 

This plebiscite is the more necessary as the Hungarian National Assinnhly 
(which will finally decide as to acceptance of the^ proposial conditions of 
peace) will be incomplete. The inhabitants of occupi(;d territoiy will not be 
represented therein. And no Government, no National Ass('mbly, is h'gally 
or morally entitled to dispose of the fate of any unrepr(;s(mt<‘d population. 
Furthermore, the Treaty of Peace contains, under this h(;ad, ex[)r<;ssions 
which would appear to anticipate difficulties. It states that : ‘In so far as she 
is concerned, Hungary renounces . . 'J’his is approximatidy what the 
treaty says. But it would be impossible for us to com<; to any dta'isions of a 
legal or moral nature which would be binding uiion any population un- 
represented in the National Assembly. 

I repeat that this is substantially the principal requ<;st which we submit to 
the Peace Conference. If all the arguments which we (;ould adchux; in favour 

s Note in original: ‘Is this quotation correct, or should the relireiice he It) “pawns in a 
game”? — Translator.' (The English text of the Hungarian version here reads : . <ts lliough 
they were a herd of cattle with no will of their own’.) 

* Punctuation as in original. 
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of our former territory and of historical Hungary do not appear to be u*eil 
founded, and if you consider none of them to be conclusive, we would ask 
you to enquire of the populations concerned, to refer to those whose lot is to 
be decided. We declare beforehand that we will abide by their verdict. 

If we take up this standpoint, and if those who oppose us do not dare to 
submit their pretensions and their aspirations to this popular verdict, there 
is but one question to be asked: In whose favour would conjecture be? 

There is yet another point of view from which the principle of self-deter- 
mination can be considered. It may be said that the libert\' and rights of 
national minorities will be more securely assured within the territort" of the 
new nations than they used to be in Hungary. 

I do not wish to remind you. Gentlemen, of the accusation levelled against 
Hungary with regard to the alleged oppression of non-IvIag\- ar races in that 
country\ All that I can say is that we shall be only too pleased if our Mag\'ar 
brethren are destined to enjoy, within the territory' to be detached from us, 
all the rights and all the possibilities of self-expression which our fellow- 
citizens of non-Magyar nationality enjoyed in Hungary. 

But that is a question which must be dealt with later on. It is not my task 
to discuss it at the present moment, nor would it be possible for me to do so, 
not having the indispensable documents at my disposal, but I am ready to 
discuss it at length, no matter where or when. I merely wish to say this, that 
if the Hungarian regime as regards nationality had been a thousand times 
worse than it was said to have been even by our most inveterate enemies, it 
would still have been infinitely preferable to what is going on in the districts 
occupied by our neighbours and their troops. 

We shall lay before you, Gentlemen, a series of documents dealing with 
circumstances which are taking place, especially in Transylvania. We have 
carefully sifted all the information received on this subject; although we have 
obtained the evidence of the heads of the three Christian Churches in Tran- 
sylvania, Catholic, Calvinist and Italian, we do not claim — wt could not 
do so — that our unsubstantiated statement should be believed, since it is 
opposed by contrary statements ; what we do ask is that you should go and see 
what is taking place, that you should send out a commission of experts, before 
you arrive at a final decision, in order that you may ascertain for yourselves 
what is happening in the region I have mentioned. 

It is we. Gentlemen, who ask that light should be thrown on the subject; 
it is we who wish for no other decisions than those taken in full knowledge of 
the matter at issue, and our one further demand is that, in the extreme event 
of territorial adjustments being imposed on us, there should be a more 
efficacious and detailed arrangement for the protection of minorities than that 
contained in the draft treaty presented to us. In our opmon, the guarantees 
provided are absolutely insufficient. We are quite willing to apply them to 
all the non-indigenous populations remaining in Hungary. In tins respect 
we are in entire accord with their representatives, but we believe that it wli 
be difficult to obtain satisfactory guarantees on the part of our neighbours, 
whose racial zeal undoubtedly surpasses our own. Our present experiences 
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show us that that will bo very (liflicult in the case of the withdrawal of the 
Roumanian troops as far as the lino of chanarcatioii, a withdrawal which we 
demanded and whicli our Covernment even made a condition for the despatch 
of the pivdcc delega.tiou to Paris. 'Plie langiiaiL>;(^ us(^d by tlu^ Alli<xl Powers to 
Rouinaiiia on this siil)jecl was so strong tha.t it seems impossible that it should 
not be followed by actions. Ncvertludcss, that is what is happening. You 
will at onc(* understand the atixiety wc should f(‘(d r(‘garding our kinsmen, 
our l)rothers, if they W(*r<^. to fall under this fonagu domination. 

Having finished the diseussion of principles, the principle of international 
justice and that of the lilxn'ly of nations, and having found no application of 
those princii)les whi('h w'ould enlighten me ns to the reasons for tlur conditions 
of peac(^ whicli hav<‘ l)c<m imposed on us, 1 ask myself whc:t her tlu'.y were 
inspired by those gn^at int(n*(\sts that I immlioiK'd in iny opening words, the 
inlcr(\sts of peace and stability, an<l (he intcn'sls of lhiroi)ea,n r<‘('onst ruction. 

(lenllcnuai, (he Hungarian i)roblein docs not r<‘pr<\s('n( such a slight pro- 
portion of this g<meral problem as statistics may sc'tem to you (o indicate. 

For eenturu^s past, lii<‘ territory which constitnt('d and still Icigally con- 
stitutes Hungary, has played an extraordinarily important part in th<‘ main- 
tenance of the p<'ace and scuairity of Fnrope, and especially of (k'utral 
ICurope. During the ccutiin(\s preceding tln^ ac'ciuisition of this territory by 
the Hungarians and their conversion to Olirisliauity, th(n*<^ was never any 
rest, never any scicurity for Central Europe*, whic'h was subj<H‘t to (*v<'iy kind 
of barbarian incursion. It is only since the date wlum (lu* rampart was con- 
structed that security has existed. It is important in the gen(*ral iulerests 
of stability and peace tliat the hotbed of disturbaiu'es formed l)y tluMastof 
Europe should not be extended, and that those dislurbam'es should no< reach 
the heart of Europe through the Balkan peninsula. Ilistorieal dewelopmeut 
having been arrested by the Tui'kish occupation, the* balaiu'c has not yet 
been regained. Please Heaven, this state of things will soon b<* (’hanged. It 
is therefore essential that thcs<^ disturbances which \nwc sooft(*uc’aus(*d anxiety 
in Europe and which on several occasions led us witin'n a hamrs bn^adth of 
war, should not spread farther afield. 

Historical Hungary has fulfilled this task of maintaining balances and 
stability, thus assuring the peace of Europe against iinnu’diate <lang(*r from 
the east. She has fulfilled it for ten centuries. She was able (o do so thanks 
to her organic unity ‘This countiy , . . I am quoting the ('cl(d)rat<td French 
geographer, Elisc Rcclu, ‘this country enjoys the nuxsl perfi‘ct geographical 
unity which exists in Europe. Its systems of rivers and valleys, all converging 
from its frontiers to its centre, form a unit which can only b(* administered 
under one unified regime, all its parts being economic'ally in((‘rd<‘p(*ndenl, 
the centre forming a vast agricultural workshop, whilst tlu* surrounding 
districts contain everything necessary for the progress of agricultuix^.'' 

As I have already had the honour of informing you, the surplus population 
asks no better than to be supported by the proceeds of industrial work, lliis 
historical Hungary has the most natural geographic and economic unity to 
be found in Europe. In no direction can you trace any natural froziticr on 
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her territory; you cannot separate any portion from her without injuring the 
remainder. That is why histoiy'- has preserv^ed this unity for ten centuries. 
You may challenge history as a principle of legal construction and I shall 
have no objection, but you cannot reject it as a witness %vhen it says the same 
thing during the period of a thousand years. It is not an accident, it is the 
nature of things which is speaking. Hungary had all the conditions of organic 
unity with one exception, racial unity. 

I have just said that a State created under the terms of this treaty- from the 
ruins of Hungary would not possess greater racial unity, the sole principle of 
unity lacking in Hungary; and I may add that she 'would have no other 
unity. A State thus created by cutting through natural geographical lines 
would interrupt that fertile internal emigration which leads workers to those 
spots which offer the best opportunities of employment; it -would cut the 
thread of traditions which, after all, create a common mentality among those 
who have lived together for centuries, have suffered the same reverses, have 
shared the same glory, the same success, the same progress, the same mis- 
fortunes. Is it not to be feared that instead of creating a centre of stability*, 


one may create a continual hotbed of trouble, for we must be under no 
illusion in this respect; a new edifice would be undermined by far more 
dangerous irredentism than that which it is believed had been discovered in 
Hungary, which did indeed exist, but hardly penetrated to the masses; it 
would be undermined by the irredentism of nations which felt themselves to 
be subjected not only to foreign domination, but also to the hegemony of a 
civilisation inferior to our own. That is an organic impossibility. In extreme 
circumstances it might be conceived that even a national minority, with 
perhaps a higher degree of civilisation, might dominate a majority possessing 
an inferior degree of culture, but that a minority or a very slight majority 
having a lesser degree of culture should be in the dominating position, should 
be able to obtain the voluntary submission and moral assimilation^ of a 
majority possessing a higher degree of culture: that. Gentlemen, is an 


organic impossibility. 

People are pleased to credit us with the intention of correcting by means 
of force anything which may not suit us in the arrangements concluded. \\ e 
are far. Gentlemen, from nursing such insensate schemes. We await every- 
thing from the moral force of the truths and principles to which we appeal, 
and, as regards those things which we cannot obtain to-day, we expect every- 
thing from the pacific action of the League of Nations, the very mission of 
which is to remedy those international arrangements which are likely 
continually to jeopardise the maintenance of peace. 

Having said this in passing, in order that my words may not be inteipreted 
in the sense of a threat which would be as childish as it was futile, I declare 
to you, Gentlemen, that it is not possible, in that troublous part of Europe 
which is so important to the peace of the world, ever to arrive at pacification 
by political means. Internal peace alone can preserve Central Europe from 

the dangers constantly threatening the East. ^ « • . • • 

Europe is still in need of economic reconstruction. WeU, it is impossible 
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that ccouomic progiwss shouhl not be arrested by these new (’rt^alions. I have 
demonstrated liovv tliis will necessarily be the case in tlu' lands nanainingto 
Hungary. Ihit it will also b<^ the case in the other [)orti<)ns detached from 
Hungary, I'or the siinjjlo reason that they would Ix^'onn^ subjeu't to ini'orior 
axlininistralion, to the regime of a lesser degree of cullur<% and that they 
would be separa,t(xl from th<^ ollua* portions of that organic unity with which 
they might progress in common, but without wlii(’h thciy would Ix^ reduced 
in th(^ most favourabh' (went to stagnation, and in all probability to retro- 
gression. 

Kurope has netxl of so('ial peac'e. You an^ l)(‘ll<a' a(‘((uaiul<'(i than 1 with 
the dang('rs mejiaeing social p<‘ac.c. You know l)ett('r than 1 how far the 
dlixds of the war have ups<‘t minds and disorganis(xl tln^ (U)ndilion.s of 
economic life. Oiir unfortunate (^xp(Ticnce has heen that lh<^ progr<‘ss made 
by revolutionary t<mdtmci(\s is principally din^ to <‘V(‘rything whic'h shakes 
the moral forces of society, thend'orc to anything wlu(di <‘xasp(*ratcs national 
hiding, but, above all, to th<‘ miseries of uneinploynuMit. II' you aggravate 
the conditions of labour in this part of Kurop<% wlfudi is veay n<air to tlxMwer- 
l>iiruing funnua’: of Bolshevism, if yon a(‘l in sindi a way as (o na aha* more 
dillicailt tlu^ resumption o(' productive labour, yon will in(a*(eas(t tint dangers 
threatening social peace. All barriers ar^ poW(trl(\ss against epichanics, 
especially those cd'the moral order. 

Very prol)aI)ly, (Jentlemcn, you will say that all th(\s(‘ fiint sp<aailatious are 
c.ouuter-balanced by one great la,c.t that of victory and tlu^ right to viedory. 
Wo are aware of this. We are su(lici(ui(ly [)ractic.al in jxditicts to ra kon with 
this factor. We know what we have to j)ay to tint victors. Wc art ([uile [>re- 
l)ared to make good the price of our defeat. But is that to be the only 
j)rinciple of reeoustruction? Is force alone now to Ixt the foundation of tlx; 
new edifice? Is material force to be the only thing destiinxl to keep upright 
that which crumbles in the building? The outlook for lMir)[Ht would, in that 
case, be a black one. Gentlemen, wc cannot Ixdiitvit this; w(t t annol believe 
this to be the mentality of the victorious nations. W(‘ can hnd no iiiut ol'it 
in the declarations by which you defined the priiuaples I'or wdiicdi you I'ought, 
nor in the war aims proclaimed by you. 

1 say that this docs not appear to us to be tlic mentality of the (ireat Ikiwers 
who have emerged victorious. Do not take it amiss if, Ixyoncl hnuic.e, 
England and Italy (to mention only victorious Europc^an nations), I see the 
shadow of that other France which always led tin; van ol'nobh^ endc'avoiir, 
which was ever the mouthpiece of splendid ideas, of that I'higland which was 
the mother of all political liberty, of that Italy which was tlict cradb^ of the 
Renaissance and of arts and letters. And even as I ac<*<'pt, without mur- 
muring, this law of the victor, 1 bow before that other Erance, that other 
England, that other Italy, accepting them willingly as our masUu's and 
teachers. And — let me lay stress on this, gentlemen do not imperil tlic 
great moral influence which you are entitled to exercise, by forc'ing tlu^ note 
of that power which is now yours and which may suller chang(\ Do not lc,t 
the finest portion of your inheritance be sullitd in that way, 
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Notwithstanding all the difficulties with which we are beset, noU\ith- 
standing all misunderstandings and the obstacles which are placed in our 
way, we set confidently forth on the road which has as last been opened to us 
and which leads to participation in the work of peace, and we do so in 
absolute trust. We trust the sincerity of the principles which you have pro- 
claimed: it would be an insult to do otherwise. We place our trust in the 
moral forces with which we wish to identify our cause, and I can wish you 
nothing better, gentlemen, than that the glory of your arms may be even 
surpassed by the glory of that peace which you are giving to the world. 

Gentlemen, I have but little more to say. 

You will understand that I cannot now plunge into a detailed examination 
of the draft treaty which you have handed to us. I have only referred to the 
territorial question because, strictly speaking, it includes all the others. But 
I should like to draw your attention to some points which ought, in my 
opinion, to be settled with all speed. 

First place should be given to a humanitarian question, that of prisoners 
of war. 

According to the terms of the treaty, repatriation of prisoners of war can 
only begin after ratification of the Treaty of Peace. I beg you, Gentlemen, 
to be good enough to set aside a formalism which causes suffering to many 
innocent families. 

Wc have addressed a special request to the Supreme Council, with regard 
to the unhappy prisoners of war in Siberia. I appeal to your kindness and to 
your humanity for the settlement of this question, for they are sentiments 
which should out-soar politics, even during the most desperate times of war. 

I should also like to make a remark with regard to the financial clauses. 

In my opinion, the exceptional position of Hungary has not been suffi- 
ciently realised. That country has not only suffered two revolutions, but has 
also had to endure the ravages of Bolshevism for four months and to submit 
itself to Roumanian occupation for several months. In these circumstances, 
it becomes impossible for us to carry out the financial and economc clauses 
of the treaty, if (as is stated therein) all credits granted to us by citizens of the 
victorious Powers become payable immediately upon signature of the Treaty 
of Peace. If that is really so, it will spell insolvency and bankruptcy for us, 
and the victorious nations will certainly feel the effect thereof. We have 
many creditors in your various countries. They will be paid if we are giwn 
time to do this, but they will not be paid if the debts are to become payable 


We are Iho required— and this proves how desirable it would have been 
to have heard us before— to supply iron ore to Austria. In view of the fact 
that we are ourselves obliged to import this ore, it will be impossible for us 


to supply it. , ^ 

The same remark applies to timber used for bidding purposes. 

These are details which I beg you to consider with that goodwill which has 
been promised us by several of your official representeUves. 

Before concluding, I should like to thank you, Gentlemen, for havmg 
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allcAvrti iwc 1(^ s[)rak, anti ior uavini; ii<'(oi(lr<l tAu h kind and innnlrrruptcd 
aitriilion lo n\y siiUtnnt'uK’-^ 

'riiK (laAikMXN: P!cnip(5t<‘nliary ti('l(\p,alrs oi' th(‘ 1 lun.^ariiin Stale, you 
will h;iv(' S(*(‘n wilh wiial <iW('n(i<)n we liave followt’d lli<' slaltnnenl whieh has 
IxM'n made to us. 

Ail llm ar^iinanils wliicli iiav(‘ betni ])iiL l)t‘l<>re ns will lx; ('arrinily con- 
sidt'red. But yoJi must uuchn’slaiul (hal vv<' tain arri\'(" <it no (i<‘<'ision as the 
resuil (»r<i on(‘-sitk*(l slaU'nu'iil. 3 1 is, tiua'eloK*, n.iy tluly lo reiniud you tliat 
we luivi' iiaiuhxl you in wiitius; tlie ie\t of the 'realty of P(‘a<*<' whit'li we 
propose lo you. VVe aw.iil your rt'ply Ix^foi'c: we ran pronouiiet' an opiition. 
Wc ha\<‘ ollert'd yon a ptu’iod oldifltani days in order that you rua) study (he 
(H'aly. \Vc liop(‘ dial dial pt'riod will Ix' sidlitak'nl lo t'nahh' y(ai lo (’olleet 
aii)” do<ainu‘ii(s dial you may wisli to suhiuil io us aiul lo pul forward any 
oI)S(‘rvatioiis lluil you may desin* lo inaktn \Vc shoultl be t;lad if* you eonld 
us an rissiiranet' thal your rt^ply would i‘(M(di us within lifn'tm days. 

(loiiN'r Apponvi: I eannol i>iv(‘ you dial assuranee, Mr. ( lhainnaii, but 
'tve sImII do our uliuosl lo (uiabh^ our r<‘ply lo rt'atdi you williiu that pt'riod. 
\V(^ shall be oblii't'd losliul)' die lre<Lty in twt'ry detail, and donblh-ss to j;o to 
Budapest. II' it is iK'ca^ssary, W(' shall ask you for a icw days’ proloni;at ion; 
nev’cu'lbeless, \vc shall nialv<': <‘yery rlfort in ord<‘r not lo lx* ol)li‘>ed to «isk you 
for any <\ytia time. 

'Idle cpiestions on v\diieh wx' lay most w'tnglit a, re, tin* phdiiseittt oflhe pojxi- 
lations whirh it is desircxl to separate from !lnn!>ary, and tin* d(‘spat(‘h of 
inter-Alliecl eommissions lo tlu' o('('upi<‘cI distiiets, in order tiud von fiiay 
ase<‘rtain the stale ofallairs cr(‘ate(l by a y^<Mr\s oc'eiijiation, 

I’frK Chairman: I)(X‘s anyone else wish to s])eak:^ 

Mdic meeting is adjourned. 

{ 77 ie rnexting rose, at .f.io pan.) 

^ A(‘cc)rdiiig to iVIr. I.loyd (i<‘oi^<* (op, ^ni., vol. ii, p. ptia) (lount Appoiui drhvrial tlx; 
al}(A ’0 slaU-mciiL ill luul jm)0‘<*dt‘d to rqn'at it, liist in Ioi{;li.sli .md in Il:di;ni. 

Gf. also Papen relating io the Foreign Relatiom of the Friited States’ : the Paris Prtue (hinffenre, kjkj^ 
vol. ix, p. 883. 


No. 76 

i.c.P. 20.] Notes of a Meeting held in A1. Pichons Room, Ojtni d7)rsav., 
Paris, Friday, January iG, i() 2 o, at 4 p.mP 

Present: U,S.A.: I’hc Hou. Hugh Wallaec; skorktariks, Mr. Harrison, Gajitain 
Winthrop. 

British Empire: The Right Hon. 1). Lloyd CM‘org<', Priiix' Minist<‘r: 
secretary, Sir M. Tlankey. 

France: M. Clemeneeau; secretaries, M. DutasUi, l\I. B<‘rthelot, M. 
Massigli. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretary. Signor d'roiuhetli. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

^ This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States': the 
Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. ix, p. 885 f. 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 
Great Britain'. Mr, Wise. 

Italy: Marquis Della Torretta, 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. * 


This meeting took place immediately after the reception of the Hungarian 
plenipotentiaries (see r.c.p. ig).^ 


I . Mr. Lloyd George communicated to M. Matsui the report of the com- 
mittee charged with the examination of the question of tlie 
commercial policy to be followed towards Russia and ap- 
proved by the Council at its morning meeting (see i.c.p. 1 8 j 

M. Matsui (having read the document) : I shall communicate this report 
to my Government. It does not, however, seem to be of very great interest 
for Japan. 

Mr. Lloyd George handed to M. Glemenceau and Signor Nitti a draft 
communique to the press prepared by Mr. Philip Kerr and Mr. "Wise. 

M. Glemenceau : I should like to make certain modifications of this draft, 
using for that purpose the draft prepared by M. Berthelot (see Appendix B 
to I.c.p. i8).^ 

After some discussion the draft communique to the press, as contained 
in Appendix A, was approved.^ 


2. M. Matsui read the text of the note addressed to the Dutch Government 
concerning the surrender of Wilhelm II (see Appendix B). 
Surrender of Clemengeau: The note will be delivered this evening at 

Wilhelm II Dutch Minister. 

M. Matsui: This is the first time that I have seen this document. The 
question has already been examined and a draft approved, but I caimot give 
my approval to the new text without first referring to my Government. 

M. Glemenceau: It is impossible to delay the communication which must 

be made to the Dutch Government. 

Mr. Wallace: I myself have not known anything about this note. 


2 3 No. 74 (minute 2 and note 4). 

s It appears that the Foreign Office had not been kept currently informed of Ih^dibera- 
Uons resulting in the issue of this communique. Thus on January 20, 1920, Lord Harding, 
Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, l^g m receipt only of pr^ 
reports, represented in telegram No. 77 foreign Office 

‘Decision of Supreme Council published here on Janua^ 17 £ 

Russia is naturally giving rise to much speculation and it is desirable that it should 
SfiSned and amplified Is soon as possible. We are particularly amaom to know the^^ 
of the decision and the reasons which prompted it.’ Lord Gurzon rephed m an unnimbw^ 
teleeram of Tanuary 22 from Paris, marked ‘Very confidential, not for OTcffiahon , m whi 
he smted: ‘Decision of Prime Ministers in Paris with regard to 

. -1 ^ ...1 nf anv Foreign Oflace representative, and after the circulation 


of oaoer bv Wise (? have) withheld account ot proceeamgs, vxuc . 

should therefore be sought from Hankey and Wise. 
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Mr. Lloyd GKORCiK: This is a matter concLniin^? the cx<'c'uti()u of a treaty 
which the United States has not yet ratified, d’he AIli<^s can inform Mr, 
Wallace of their decisions upon tlie subject; but it is diflicaill for them to ask 
liiin to participate in the discussion. 

Mr. Waij.aok: I would simply wish to point out that I was not eoneerned 
in ihc drafting- of this doeuiiumt. 

Mr. Lloyd (iKORCin: When w<‘ hear the Hungarian phaiipotcmtiaries we 
are coneenu'd with the j)r(^paration of a lu'w tnmty; the pr<\s<me<^ of the 
Anun-ic'an representative' was tlunx'fon^ ([uitc' natural. In the; otiicr me('tiug, 
however, we were: e;xamining various ine:asiir<'s of'(‘Ne(aition of a trc'aty which 
we have ratifuxl; only tin* I\)W<n\s who had ratified (‘ould participate in the 
discussion. 

M. (Ilkmknck.mi: 'The not<' to the Dutc'h (hA'<'rnnu‘nt will Ix' pres(‘iited 
in the na.mc of th(^ council, but not in the name oftlu' Unit<*(l Stat(\s, which 
have not ratified the tr<'aty, nor in that of Japan, which has not yc\ ap[)rove(l 
the draft. M. Matsui can, if In^ so d(\sir(^s, address a n()t<' on th<' suhjeiet to 
th(' secretaria.t gema'al, or present his remarks at tlu' lu'xt uKX'ting; they will 
tlu'ii be rec.onhxl in the minut<\s. 

{ 7 h! incethig then adjourned) 

ArPKNDix A TO No, yCi 

Note respecting the Decision to Permit the Exchange of (hods on a Basis of Reciprocity 
between the Russian People and Allied and Neutral (Countries 

With a view to remedying th<; unha[)py situation of the population ofthe int(Tior 
of Russia, which is now deprived of all manufactured prodiu'ts from outside Russia, 
the Supreme Clouueil, after having taken note of the n'pori of a coiumitt('e ap- 
pointed to consider the reopening of certain trading r<*lations with tlu' Russian 
people, has decided that it would permit the exchange of goods on the basis of 
reciprocity between the Russian people and Allied and ntaUral eounlri<'s. f’or tins 
purpose it decided to give facilities to the Russian co-optaaliva^ organisations which 
are in direct touch with the peasantry throughout Russia, so that tlu'y may arrange 
for the import into Russia of clothing, medicines, agricultural machima y atul th(^ 
other necessaries of which the Russian people are in sore lux'd, in (*x('hang(' for 
grain, flax, &c., of which Russia has surplus supplies. 

These arrangements imply no change in the pc)li('y of tiu' Allit'd (h)verninenls 
towards the Soviet Government. 

PARIS, January i6, igso. 


Appendix B to No. 76 

Note to the Queen of Holland demanding the Delivery of the h'aiser jor d ual 

The Powers, in communicating herewith to the Govenmu'nt of the (iueen the 
text of article (certified copy annexed hereto)^ ofthe l^'ac'e 'fn^aty with Cxcr- 
many, which was put into force on the loth January, 191:50, have, at th<' same time, 
® Not annexed to original of this appendix. 
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the honour to advise that they have decided to enforce the provisions of that article 
without delay. 

Consequently^ the Powers address the official request to the Governmeni of the 
Netherlands for the surrender to the Allies of \Villiam of Hohenzollern. ex- 
Emperor of Germany, in order that he may be put on trial. 

As the persons residing in Germany against whom complaint has been lodged by 
the Allied and Associated Powers must be surrendered to them in compliance with 
article 228 of the Treaty of Peace, the ex-Emperor, if he had remained in Germany, 
would have been surrendered under the same conditions by the German Govern- 
ment. 

The Dutch Government is aware of the unassailable reasons which imperatively 
demand that the premeditated violations of international treaties, as well as 
systematic disregard of the most sacred rules of international law, suffer, irrespec- 
tive of persons, no matter of how high position, the penalties provided for by the 
Peace Congress. 

The Powers call attention, among other crimes, to the cynical violation of the 
neutrality of Belgium and Luxemburg, the barbarous and merciless hostage 
system, the mass deportations of populations, the carrying away of the young 
women of Lille, torn from their families and thrown defenceless into the most 
promiscuous environment, the systematic devastation without military justification 
of entire territories, the unrestricted submarine w^arfare, including the inhuman 
abandon of victims on the high seas, the innumerable acts committed by the 
German authorities against non-combatants in contempt of the laws of war, &c. 
The responsibility for all these acts, at least the moral responsibility, lies with the 
supreme chief who commanded and who took advantage of his powder to break, or 
to permit to be broken, the most sacred rules of the human conscience. 

The Powers cannot conceive that the Dutch Government could consider the 
tremendous responsibility of the ex-Emperor with less disapproval than they them- 
selves. 

Holland would not be fulfilling her international obligations if she refused to join 
the other nations within the means at her disposal in carrying out or at the very 
least in not hindering the punishment of the crimes committed. 

In addressing this request to the Government of the Netherlands, the Powers 
deem it their duty to dwell especially on the particular character of this request. 
It is the duty of the Powers to ensure the execution of article 227 without being held 
back by argumentation, because the case under discussion does not faU witliin the 
lines of a public accusation of a fundamentally legal nature, but it is an act of high 
international policy, imposed by the conscience of the universe, for which the 
procedure was provided in order to give the accused such guarantees as have never 
been known before in international law. 

The Powers are convinced that Holland, a country that has always asserted its 
respect of law and its love of justice, and which, among the first, asked for a place 
in the League of Nations, will not attempt to help cover with her moral authority 
violations of the essential principles of the solidarity of nations, all equally interested 
in preventing the return of a similar catastrophe. 

The people of the Netherlands have the highest interest in not appearing to 
protect or to shelter the principal author of these crimes on their territory, and in 
facilitating the trial which the voices of millions of victims demand. 

PARIS, January rj, 1920. 


II 3 N 
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No. 77 

1 , 0 . 1 *. 21.1 Notes of a Aleeting held in At. Pichon\s RootUy ihmi d'Orsay^ 
Paris^ Alondqy^ Jarnuuy k ;, at aju^ 

pRKSKN'r; 'rh<‘ lion. Ilu}»h Wallucr; skiiuktauiks, Mr. Ihurison, (iipiain 

VViiithrop. 

(hrat Ihlluiti: 'I’lir lion. 1). Lloyd (i(‘()n«<% Miiiisl(‘r, The 

Right Hon. lh<‘ Karl (Iiir/.ou of K(‘'(ll<‘slon, S('(*r<*iary of Stale for 
h'oreigu AHairs, 'The Right Hon. \V. S. (linirehill, S('erotary of Slate 
for War, 'LIk* Right. Hon. Walter Long, Idrst Lord of (ho A<hniralty; 
SKOUKTARY, Sir. M. Ihuikoy. ’ 

France: M. ( Ihnnonooau; skcrktahirs, M. Dulasla, M. Hca tholot, M, 
Arnavon, M. MassigU. 

Italy: Signor NiUi; skorktaky, Signor Tromlx^tti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; skcrktary, Nf. Kauai. 

'Lho following wore also |)ro.s<nit for items in which they wcao conc(Tn<*d: - 

(hrat liiitain: Adtniral Karl Beatty, First S<‘a Lord, Fi<*kl-Marshal Sir 
11. Wilson, Bart., ChI.(LS., Mr. Vansittart, Mr. (lair. 

Prance: A^L Cambon, Manshal Foc.h, (hauaal Wcu 7 »'and, M. Laroche, 
M. Kamiuerer, M. Uonuitte, M. d<^ Montill(\ 

Italy: (ioncral Cavallero, Cloloncl Clasloldi, Mar(|uis della Torretta. 
Japan: A'l. Sa\vada. 

IjNTKKPHK'ncR: Profcssor Mantoux. 

I. M. Ch-KMKNCKAu: 'J'hc first questum that: arises is that of the t<d<‘grain lliat 
• / n ;• ought to have been stmt dealing with the arrangement with 

with Jiama ^ KussKUi <:o~opcrativcs. I hat ttdegrani has not Ixuui sent. 

Why? 

M.. Kammkrer: Wc were waiting for inslrne.tions on the point. Last night 
M. Berthelot told me that the telegram could be sent. I stat<xl that, for my 
own part, we had no objection to its despatch. 

M. Clkmengeau: Were you in a position to raise objections to llu^ despatch 
of that telegram? 

M. Kammerer: Not at all, but I had to say that 1 had not had instructions 
and that I was awaiting them. In any case the telegram is ready and is going 
to be sent. 

Signor Nxtti: To arrange the details of cx(x:utiou of the (iu<\sti()n in the 
best way possible, it would be well to send it to th<; Hnprcinc. Kconornic 
Council. 

Mr. Lloyd George: I am in entire agreement. All that ought to be done 
by the Economic Council and not by the Foreign MiuisU'rs. 

M. Clemengeau: We are then agreed upon that. 

It was decided : 

That economic questions involving the comxm^rcial policy of the. Allies 
in Russia should be dealt with by the Supreme Flcouotxiic^, (!ouncil. 

^ This document is published in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United Stales: 
the Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. ix, p. 889 f. 
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Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
instructions of his Government. 

2 . M. Clemengeatj: We will go on [to] the Caucasian question. I think 
that Field- Marshal Sir Henry Wilson or Marshal Foch ouffht first 

^tmtwn in ^ 5 

the Caucasus 

Marshal Foch; A question on this subject was put to the Inier- 
Allied Military Committee at Versailles:^ the committee pronounced an 
opinion. It is to that opinion that I am now going to refer. 

M. Clemenoeau: You mean, I take it, the pronouncement of the 12th 
January; that has been circulated ; everybody here knows it; have you nothing 
to add to that? (See Appendix.) 

Marshal Foch: No, Mr. President, I have nothing to add unless it be 
that since that time the situation cannot have appreciably changed, that in 
any case, if it has changed, that can ordy be to our disadvantage, and conse- 
quently that the restrictions we formulated are perhaps even more justified 
at the present moment. 

Sir Henry Wilson: I also am in the position of having nothing to add. 
Mr. Lloyd George : What is necessary at the very outset is to collect all 
available information so as to be in a position to discuss the matter profitably 
later on. 

M. Clemengeau: We are agreed. 

Mr. Lloyd George : The military advice, if I have understood it correctiy, 
is that no barrier consisting of less than three divisions would be effective 
against the Bolsheviks; and Lord Beatty could not send his sailors unless 
there were already assurance of such effective military measures. 

Lord Beatty: I have nothing to add to that statement of the situation. 
Mr. Lloyd George : The situation may be regarded firom another point 
of view. With the object of holding up the Bolsheviks, would it be any 
good to supply the Caucasian Republics of Azerbaijan, Daghestan and 
Georgia with guns and war materiel? And, if so, ought it to be done 
immediately? 

Marshal Foch : That question is very diflBcult to answer from here. Only 
an oflhcer on the spot would be in a position to say what effective force those 
countries can muster and whether therefore it is worth while supplying them 

with anything whatsoever. ^ 

M. Clemenoeau: Does the marshal suggest entrusting such a mission to 

an Allied general? , . j t t? i. 

Marshal Foch: There is an English general with Denikm and the French 

General Mangin is also there. tir i. 

Mr. Lloyd George; But what I want now is military advice. We have 
already been asked to send maUriel to those tribesmen. I want to know if that 

is militarily expedient. _ , i. u *1, 

Marshal Foch: I am entirely without information as to whether those 

populations are ready to receive matSriel and to employ it to advantage or 

* See No. 54, minute 3. 
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wluUhcr all that wc mi^ht send would not simply fall into the hands of the 
Bolsheviks. 

Sir Hknry VVii^son: In tlu' nu'elinfj: that tf^ok [>la('(' lh(' day bolorc' yester- 
day and at whicdi exainim'd tin- drfeiua' of the Baloiun Baku line, the 
conclusion was reac'lu'd that unless tlie British nav\ cdlrctivc'Iy held the 
(!aspian, that line ('onid not 1)<‘ elleetivcdy drleiuh^d: and, invcn’sc'ly, that 
unl(\ss tluav <’:xist<'d llu' nu'ans ofdelendini^ that line', it was impossible to 
send naval forces into the* (laspian. For that mattc'r, unh\ss tin* ^ laspian is 
occupic'd and h<dd, Baku will <'<‘r(ainly fall. 

Mr. la.oYi) (Jk()R<;k: I take: it tlu'ii to lx* Sir Ifenry Wilson's advic'e that 
wc^ ou<;'ht not to scaid war matc'rial to those" p<"opI(‘s to h(*lp (h('m to d< ‘fend 
th<Mns<‘lv<"s a, gainst, tlie: Ihilslu'viks. 

Sir IIknky Wii-son: 'Thai, Sir, is undoul)t<‘dly uin' o|>inion, il'(h<‘ (laspian 
is not <"Hectiv<‘ly held by tb<‘ Biatish navy I should tlum send nothin^;'. 

Mr. Winston (Ihurohiij.: I (‘iitindy a.Rrec- with Sir I hairy 's opinicni on 
tlial point. lnde<‘d, if the (laspian wc-rc* not held, all that w<‘ inij>ht send 
would almost innnediat<"Iy i)a.ss into the hands ol*tlu‘ Bolsheviks, 

Loro (Iur/.on: I should like to add a word. If, as (huK'ral Wilson says, 
au Allicxl military expedition ('.ould not sncrec-d, then obviously wt" ouf.;;ht not 
to semd onc^ but th<‘ ])resenl (pi<\stion, it seems to me, is not so ('onij)rehensive. 

I have Ixxm spcxdunt^ wdth tlu^ representatives ofllu" ( laiuMsian r<‘j)ubli(\s who 
arc at this moment in the adjoining' room, d’hc-y have told m<* alrcxuly that 
the Bolsheviks will attac'k them; they arc" anxious to delend th<ans(‘lves, 
provided wo sui)])ly them with food, arms and munitions. So suiiplical, they 
believe! that the danger could be averted. Without, suppliers, their fall, they 
say, is inevita.ble. In any case I suggest that we take- no dc-cision upon the 
matter without first of all hca,ring them. 

Marshal Focin: I n^poat my (|uestion: can \v<" inform ourselves sulli- 
cicntly hen!? I am willing to acc^ept the discussion whicdi ought to be profit- 
able, but I think that wc cannot have really ad<*(|ual(! information unl<‘ss we 
send actually on to the spot a representative! of th<! Allicxi Bowc^rs. 

M. Glkmknceau: The reason for your nanark is, 1 h('li<"v<% that you did 
not quite understand what has just been said, to wit, that tlu! rcpn'sculatives 
of the republics of the Caucasus arc at present within tlu! building and that 
it would be possible to hear them now. 

(The representatives of the Republic of (h-orgia, MM. 'Ishciclze, 
Tscrctelli and Avalov, and of Azerbaijan, MM. d'opchibai'hev and 
Magaramov, were then introduced.) 

M. Glemengeau: Gentlemen, the conference has been discussing the 
urgency of sending to Georgia, Daghestan and Azcx'baijan, f'ood, arms and 
ammunition. Wc arc told that you can give us information about an intended 
Bolshevik attack upon your people and of the means at your disposal for 
defence. Wc wish to know if at this juncture you would be in a position to 
exploit the help that wc might be able to scud you. We arc tpiitc disposed 
to do something effective, but wc want to know the present state of your 
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countries and whether such aid would be effectively used against the Bol- 
sheviks, or whether it is more likely to happen, as it did with Denikin, that 
the Bolsheviks would be strong enough simply to capture from \'ou the 
materiel sent and thus to make matters worse. 

M, Tseretelli: I speak in the name of the Georgian delegation as well as 
in that of the delegation of Azerbaijan. We are equally likely to be attacked 
by the Bolsheviks, but we do not know whether we shall be or not. ^Vere w’e 
helped by the Entente^ the Bolsheviks might hesitate to attack us. In any case, 
we need the material assistance of the Great Powers if we are to defend 
ourselves. 

M. Clemengeau : Am I to understand that you are asking us to send troops 
also? 

M. Tseretelli: That would be better still; but the mere fact of being 
protected on the sea and receiving the arms, munitions and food we require 
would be an invaluable help. The state of mind of our people is such that, 
should the Bolsheviks attack, and if at the same time we received the material 
support of the Entente^ we hope to defeat every attack. But such material aid 
is necessary immediately. We would like in any case to point out that the 
present situation in the Caucasus is dangerous from the point of \iew of the 
morals [? morale] of the populations. When Denikin was in our land, our 
despairing peoples fought his troops by every means in their pow'er, and a 
current of sympathy with the Bolsheviks appeared. To-day, our people see 
their independence recognised and we are convinced that all the forces of 
the Highlanders will be used to resist a Bolshevik invasion and to defend 
our independence. It is under those circumstances that we build so much 
hope upon receiving help from the Supreme Council. We do not wish war: 
we are even ready to come to an agreement if that were possible with the 
Bolsheviks, but only upon the condition that they also recognise our inde- 
pendence. 

M. Clemengeau : You would really sign an agreement with the Bolshe\nks? 

M. Tseretelli: Yes, on condition that they pledged themselves not to 
invade our country and that they did not try to introduce propaganda among 
our people. But I must repeat, if we were strong, and the Entente were to help 
us, the Bolsheviks would be obliged to recognise our independence and give 
up their attempts. 

I should nevertheless like to point out that there are three Transcaucasian 
Republics— Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia. We would like to know why 
Armenia has not received de facto recognition. That recognition would help 
us all and render easier resistance to any aggression whatsoever. But, in 
short, it is in immediate help that our hope of resistance lies. 

Mr. Lloyd George: How many men can Azerbaijan put into the field? 

M. Magaramov: A military law has been passed by our Parliament, 
assuming that we have the necessary arms and munitions, we shaU be able 

to put into the field some 100,000 men. 

Mr Lloyd George : Have you the troops at the moment? 

M. Magaramov: We have a Uttle army, in the command of a native 
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Azerbaijani geiu^ral, about 50,000 strong, perliaps more*, <lis('i|)liucd; but 
there an* only from 10,000 to i',\ooo oftlu'se nuui with anus. 

Mr. r.LOVi) Ukojujk: And iu (h^u'gia? 

M. 'J SKRK'i’KLT.i: We have about t(> battali(uis ofrt'gular troops, ea(’h 600 
strong, and nearly 15.^000 men of the National (hiard. 'These are well- 
<liseiplined troops. In a fortnight we could mobilise 50,000 men ifwehad 
the iiee(‘ssary arms and munitions. Ihit on tlu‘ otlua* hand, iu a war for 
independeur<^ we could count u[)on ihesuppiu't ofour whoI<‘ pc'ople, among 
whom national enthusiasm runs very high. I am inystdl' not a military 
specialist; but, ifllu'; Supn-nu': Oouiuad wish(\s ((uit(' a('<'ural<' inf'onnation we 
can ask our (iov<n*nm(‘.nt by telegraph to supply it. 

Mr. Lcovi) (Jroiujk: Is <‘oinpulsory military S(‘rvit‘e tin* systfun obtaiiiiiig 
iu (ieorgia? 

M. 'TsKRUTKia.i ; Y<\s, anil in the Russian army (leorepau ollic<‘rs were 
c:onsidi‘red tiu' Ix'Sl. Our trooi)s too were amoiip; the* flowin' oi'the Russian 
army. 

Mr. Lnovi) (icoRiiK; Havi^ the young uum olW/ia baij.m reciaved military 
instruction? 

M, Macjaramov: d’hcre was no compulsory military serviei* with us; but 
at the beginning of the war there wm*e organisiul (hnai liments ol* volimtiXTS 
who distinguished ihcmselvi'S iu the Iron Division. We had remarkable 
ohicers and generals. It was only two years ago that our r<^pub!ie was I’on- 
stituted. ileueeforth all our youth must serve: with tlu* colours. 

la)Ki) Curzon: Reports that I have naaaved say that a et^rtain numbia'of 
ollieers of Azerbaijan are 'Turkish ollieers. !)<)(\s th(‘ pri'senei* of th<\se 'Turkish 
officers in the army leave us the guarantees ntressary in a fi.giit against the 
Bolsheviks? 

M. Macjaramov: After the conquest of Azerbaijan by Russia a gri^at part 
of the population emigrated twenty-five years ago to 'Turkiy. Later on, 
when the Turkish army invaded the Caucasus, a eiu'taiu nutnber of its 
officers were natives of our couutiy and of Daghestan. Among these, some 
fifty preferred to remain in Azerbaijan, but they are native Caucasians, and 
we can be certain that they, like all our po[)ulations, will iisi* (heir whole 
energy in fighting the Bolsheviks for the dclence ofour imli^pimdenee. 

M. Topghibaghev : We, the inhabitants of Azerbaijaii, dread Holshiwism 
even more than do our Georgian neighbours. We have had an iixpiu'ieneo of 
it. The Bolsheviks occupied our country for four months. 1 myself, he:ad of 
a Transcaucasian committee, was a prisoner with them for two months mid 
a half. 

The danger threatens us from two sides -from tiu; north and IVoin the 
Caspian. On the Caspian side wc hope that the linglisli, who have a naval 
base at Enzcli, will give us, perhaps, marines and, in any eas<t, arms and 
munitions. As for the northern frontier, wc believe that iu order to protect 
the whole of Transcaucasia, and especially Azerbaijan, it is expedient to 
recognise the Republic of the Highlanders,^ which would tluai form a bufler 

3 i.e. Daghestan. 
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State against Bolshevik attacks. These Highlanders are, indeed, a ver>- brave 
people. 

Mr. Lloyd George : Did the fight against Denikin take place in Georgia 
or Daghestan? 

M. Tseretelli: Denikin invaded Daghestan and the fight developed 
between the Highlzinders and him. As for Georgia, it has always been 
threatened by Denikin; we displayed our sympathy with the Highlanders, 
who were defending themselves against him. 

Mr. Lloyd George ; Why did Denikin attack Daghestan? 

M. Tseretelli: Denikin looked upon Daghestan and all Transcaucasia as 
Russian provinces. He judged it easier to invade those territories than to 
fight the Bolsheviks; it was against the peoples of the Caucasus that he turned 
the arms which were supplied to him to maintain the fight against the army 
of the Soviets. 

Mr. Lloyd George: For that attack had he great forces at his disposal? 

M. Tseretelli: His forces were fairly large, how large I cannot say, 
exactly. Anyhow, he had to use a great many men in maintaining the strife 
of factions in which the Highlanders involved him. The fight lasted nearly a 
year; I do not know whether it is not still going on. We have no recent news. 

I believe that Denikin has issued an appeal to his troops. Whatever may be 
the number of his forces, they are disorganised and demoralised and are 
doubtless no longer worth very much. 

Mr. Lloyd George: What is the Cossack’s attitude towards Denikin? 

M. Tseretelli: According to reports we have received from Tiflis, con- 
firmed by M. Bitch, president of the Kouban delegation, who^ is in Paris, 
great discontent reigns among the Kouban population; it is possible that the 
discontent is already receiving some direction. In the existing silmation Ae 
Red army is able to invade Kouban. But resistance to the Bolsheviks is being 
organised under the direction of M. Magaramko, the President of the Rada 
of Kouban. But it is still necessary to have the guarantee that it is not 
Denikin who will profit by the defeat of the Bolsheviks. 

Mr. Lloyd George : How long has the Kouban delegation been in Paris? 

M. Tseretelli: For a year. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Is there a Separatist movement in Kouban? 

M. Tseretelli: That is the political tendency of the Kouban delegation, 
which is keeping in touch with its own country. That delegation presented 
to the conference a memorandum asking for recognition of the independence 
of the Kouban Republic. 

Signor Nitti: If I have properly understood M. Tseretelh, the real objec- 
tive of Denikin’s army is the reconstitution of the old centr^ed Rima, 
-rather than the defeat of the Bolsheviks-is M. Tseretelh quite sure about 


that? 


M Tseretelli: I am certain. I do not know Denikin’s personal ide^, but 
the unanimous opmion was that, had he managed to 

he would immediately have turned allhis efforts towaxjthereductionof those 

nations whose independence has been proclaimed. That is not merely my 
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convit-tion, it is that of all those iiulcpoudeiit. States of which 1 speak aud 
■which clcfendcd themselves at^ainst him. It is th(' (’.ouvictiou also of our 
Azerbaijan neighbours. 

SuiNOK Nt'iTi: Do you believe that the reeogniti(»n ol' the (laucasian 
republies, whieli exist alr(!ady, or which will be recognised lat<;r, could aroiisc 
the; si)irit of resistance in the country? 

M. 'r.sKRF/n'.i.i.i: I am eonvimxxl that that recognition will stnuigthcn 
■•(‘sistanec; to all aggression from what<*ver side tlu^ aggn'ssion comes. Wc 
<;nte.rtain the high liope tliat after the first step which has just been taken, 
the Supreme (louucil will go to the fidl hmgth of recognising our re|)ublics 
fk jiitr. 'That is the hope that sustains the courage of our jK'oples and our 
(Jovernments; our ixtpulatiou will display all the more zeal, as tliey know 
that this (k jure. recognition will come about. 

As for Denikin’s ixiliey, he has declared oflieially .several tiuu's that he did 
not reeoguis<' tin; right of our nations to self-determinatiou; in his eyes, wo 
still constitute iu<;re i)rovinees of the ohl 'I’sarist Russia. 

M. Maoakamov: 'I’lie (Jeorgian delegate', in explaining the dangers that 
might menace liis country from the direction of tlu^ Black Sea, has shown that 
on that side the Hnicnte could .send .ships of war. But for us, on the' (laspian, 
tlu' .situation is entirely different. Sending ships of war then; cannot bo 
thought of. ’I’Iktc is a Bolshevik fleet to the. north of Betrovsk and a small 
fleet of Denikin’s Ix'tween I’etrovsk and Baku; finally, at Ihizeli, there is an 
English ship with some small gunboats. 

Recently, the Azerbaijan (Jovernment ])rot<\st(‘(l against tlu' alhx'ation of 
a fleet to Denikin; but, at the prc.seut moment th<^ voluntecu' army is beaten 
and the crews of his floe.t, who manifested sentiments of .sympathy with the 
Bolsheviks, arc going possibly to join them; hence^ will arista a dangcT for 
Baku and for the defence of all 'I'ranscaucasia. 'I’hat is why we should be 
happy if the conf<;renc.c would be good enough t,o takt^ tlu^ necessary measures 
to prevent Denikin’s joining the, Bolshevik fleet. 

Mr. la^OYO Gkorcjk: Could you garruson Baku if you wvxt. givt'ii the arms? 
How many men could you find to defend that town? 

M. Ma(jaramov: 'I'licrc is a strong garri.son at Baku aln'udy. 

M. Ci.EMKNGEAu: Of how many men? 

M. Maoaramov: We do not know now, as for two months diree.t com- 
munications have been cut off. Within that time the strength of the garrison 
may have varied. However that may be, two mouths ago tluae w<‘re 7,000 
men in Baku, all natives of Azerbaijan, of which State Baku is the. capital. 

Mr. Lloyd Georoe: Why did Denikin not receive the support of the 
peasants in Ukrania? Why did they abandon him? 

M. Tseretelli; I think that Denikin wjus considi'red in Ukrania the 
representative of the counter-revolutionary inovcmcul which was going to 
take the land from the peasants and restore it to the nobility. He was looked 
upon as a man who had placed the Ukraine under the yoke of a centralised 
Government reminiscent of Tsarism. In fact, both from the social aud from 
the national points of view, the peasants looked upon Denikin as the enemy. 
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To avoid all misunderstanding, allow me to supplement what I said a little 
while ago. I spoke of Kouban. I am not qualified to make known here the 
aspirations of its population, and I cannot say whether the Separatist move- 
ment is very strong in that region or whether it is merely destined to avert 
the possibility of a civil war. In any case, I should not like to give the impres- 
sion that the cause of Azerbaijan and of Georgia ought to be considered from 
the same standpoint as that of Kouban. As you know, our populations are, 
from the national point of view, quite different. For centuries they have lived 
as independent States. I want it to be clearly understood that all I have said 
has merely the value to be attached to the information that can be given by 
a man who has read the newspapers. There is a Kouban delegation in Paris; 
only that delegation is in a position to speak precisely upon the national 
aspirations. 

Mr. Winston Churchill : Was the Kouban delegation regularly appointed 
by the Rada? 

M. Tseretelli: Yes, and its president is the President of the Rada. He 
is M. Bitch, a man very well known in the Caucasian world. He has been 


here for nearly a year. _ , i r 

(At this point the representative[s] of Georgia and of Azerbaijan left 

the conference.) 

Mr. Winston Churchill: Could Marshal Foch tell us whether he looked 
upon the question of the defence of the Caucasus as a problem standing by 
itself or as a part of the problem of the general defence against Bolshevism? 

Marshal Foch: I have not considered the problem exclusively from the 
former point of view. To me it seems obvious that that question is part of the 
general problem of the defence against Bolshevism. 

Mr. Winston Churchill: On which side ^e the forces at present 
threatening the Caucasus most formidable, Denikin’s or the Bolshevm? 

Marshal Foch: I beUeve that Denikin’s forces may be considered so tar 
reduced that in a short time they will not exist, but I have no precise uffor- 
mation. I have still less information about the Bolshevik aray; but it is 
beyond question that Bolshevism is in the ascendant, that it is led by a great 
number of German officers, who, having no occupation at home, are going 
to gain their living elsewhere. We can therefore count upon se^g it still 
carried on by its own momentum; I would not say victorious, but at least 
penetrating various countries under different guises. In ffiose circumstances, 
it is high time to establish, wherever we can, at least a barrier. 

Mr.^ Winston Churchill: Does Marshal Foch consider ^ 

danger? Is he aware of concentrations of Bolshevik forces in that direc on. 
And^assuming that Denikin’s forces disappear, does he think it probable that 
Poland will be attacked. In that case, when imght the attack take 

Marshal Foch: I do not know that Bolshevik 
are in preparation, but that is quite possible at some ’ 

Considering the extent of their resources, that seems aU the easier, the Bol- 
sheviks ZTC going to have at their disposal vast terntones of enormoi^ re- 
sources, "Xlso, as I already said, German office, who will impnnt a 
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military stamp uik>u bands hithrrto ralhor l<H)s<‘Iy organised. 'I'hcrc is 
therefore every reason for apprehension. I do not know that tlusy :ir(; going 
to attack Polandj I)nt sneh an attack might well tak<‘ place. AVhen it docs 
they may easily be strong enough to get the better ofthe Polish army. Were 
Russia to recover all its former vast area, any ealaniity is possibles unless 
.stirious precautuuis are taken to nu'Ct it. In a word, it is necessary to confront 
avast Bolshevik Russia with strong, tmited efforts. It is not by Poland alone 
that it must be resisted, but by cveiy State which can e( illaborate iu the effort. 

The fonu's that can Ix^ opposed to the Bnlslu'viks are thos<; of scattered 
republics, organised or imorganis<;il. Passing from Azerbaijan by the 
(.laueasus there are (Jeorgia, He'ssarabia, Poland, Msthotua, Latvia all new 
States which might, he placed in a very diflienlt .situation if th<‘y were', ahan- 
done'd. If, on tim earntrary, they are takem in hanel, it is pe)ssible to .sue'r.e;ed 
in e'stablishing a systeim e)f military fe)ree's pe)werful e'uough to hold Bolshe'visni 
ixi chce'k. 

Mr. Li-ovn (JKe)R(5K: Do yem preipeisc a military cntmlc be-lwe'e-n the;se 
different States with the objex't e)fattae'king Seivie^t Russia, e)r, e)n the' e'e)ntrary, 
with the e)bjce'.t of cennnie)ii tlefouce in case the' Bolshe'viks atlaek!’ 

Marshal Fooh: The first thing te) be': de>ne' is te> ste)p the' aelvane-iug Bedsho- 
vism and to cewisolidate': the States whiedi have just be-e-n fe)uneleel. It is a 
mat lea* of establishing a defensive e)tganisatie)n, a safe-ly Ix'lt te) prote'ct ( le'iitral 
Europe^ against the advance e)f the Bolsheviks. That is the' ge)al to l)e I'eae-lieid 
first of all. 

Mr. Llovd Grorgk: You would ne)t then i)re)pe).se equipping the Peilish 
army to enable it to eat ter Russia? 

Marshal Fooh: No, and I go further still. I'iveai if the: Petli.sh army were 
equiiJpcd it could not accomplish tluil Uisk. If 1 we-re; aske-d for my opinion 
I should only propose to i*calisc an entente beaweu'u I'e)lanel, Re)umania, 
lithuania, Latvia, Esthonia and Finlimd. An entente in the' first instance, 
political, with the object of arresting the progre^ss of Be )lshe:vism. That leaiguc 
the Transcaucasian countries would joiu and Bolshevism we)ulel thus be 
surrounded. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Do you know whether the Be)lshe:viks arc preparing 
to attack those countries? 

Marshal Foch: That one cannot know till after the eveuit. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Could you now mention a single: one: of the)se 
countries against which the Bolsheviks contemplate a inilitar>' attack? 

Marshal Fooh: When that attack takes place, I shall be: in a pe)sitie)u te) 
reply. I could not do so beforehand. 

(At this point the military experts left the eemferene e:.) 

Lord Gurzon: I should like to explain why, when recognition was given 
to Georgia and Azerbaijan, it was not also given to Arnxenia. I my.se:lf was 
responsible for the original proposal tliat Georgia and Azerbaijan should be 
recognised.^ Why I did not propose at the same lime to rece)gnise Armenia 
was that the question of Armenia had still to be decided by the 'I’rcaty of 

* See No. 65, minute 5. 
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Peace with Turkey. It was felt that to give recognition at that time would, 
be to anticipate the work of the Peace Conference. Nevertheless, there are 
now strong reasons for giving recognition to Armenia. The present Armenian 
State forms part of the old Russian Empire with its capital, Erivan, just as 
did Georgia and Azerbaijan. Moreover, the Armenian State is prepared to 
join in the defence of the Treinscaucasian States against the Bolsheviks. 
Consequently, I think it would be just and wise to give it recognition on the 
clear understanding that that does not prejudice the ultimate delimitation of 
Armenia, the boundaries of which have still to be decided in the Treaty of 
Peace with Turkey. 

M. Clemenceau : Are there any objections? As there are none, we there- 
fore agree to recognise the Armenian Republic on the condition just proposed 


by Lord Gurzon. 

Mr. Winston Churchill: The decision we have just taken, being of a 
diplomatic and political nature, does not solve the military problem. The 
present situation of the Armenian Republic, like that of the other Gaucaaan 
republics, remains precarious; attacked by Turks on the south, and threatened 
on the north by the Bolsheviks, its complete extinction is a possibilitj,- to be 
reckoned with. 

Mr. Lloyd George: I am informed that the United States Treasury has 
made a recommendation to Congress that the sum of 25 million doU^s should 
be allotted to Armenia. The recommendation has stiU to be considered by 
Congress and the Senate, but I understand that it will probably be adopted. 
That will be a very material help. 

Mr. Wallace: I believe that Mr. Lloyd George’s statement is accurate. 

Mr. Lloyd George: That is one very important matter settled. We have 
now to decide what support, if any, ought to be given to the Caucasian 
States. Marshal Foch has said that three divisions are necessary. The British 
Government cannot possibly spare these. 

M. Clemenceau: Neither can we. 

Signor Nrm: Italy, too, cannot send any. 

Mr. Lloyd George: We must then find out whether we can send arms 

^^M^^WmsTON Churchill: That question is bound up with the Caspian 

^’'mr”lloyd George: That question does not quite arise at the moment, 
but may be considered later on. I do not see that any ham can come of 
Lding arms and supplies. Before the Bokheviks 

they have to pass through the most productive provmcw Southern Ri^a 
Sequently they would have no need to capture any food we ““ght send to 

the Caucasus. As for war maUriel, the Reds “ tl^ey 

the canture of 2 >1,000 or 50,000 more would not make much difference, mey 
wTa^iured from General Denikin some 600 guns, --7 0 ^- - 

Great Britain, and they have also captured some excellent tanls. In th 
S^^cS. the daiU ftom supplying a ^ 

dies to the Caucasian States is not very great. These people chum that they 
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can i)iit up li fjfoocl cn()us>li to inipmss upon ihc liolslioviks that it is not 
worth th(‘ir while' to attack. 'I’hc chances arc, tex*, that the Uolsla'viks do not 
want to wat^e a hitif ln.»ht in those* religions <*\c<*i>t in onha’ to s(‘t'ur<* Baku. For 
all these reasons, 1 am ol' the* opinion to supply the* rraiiscaue'asian re- 
publics with all the* niat(*nal aid aske'd lor, on tin* (‘X]>r<\ss (’e>ndition tluit the 
Caucasian State's will n*sist the* Bolsheviks aiul r;arrisou Baku with all their 
slrenirth. 

Mr. Winston (luuRonn.n: 1 Impe that any I'rant ed'anns le) the* Caucasian 
States will not be^ de*duet<*d rre)m the* (inal ‘paeke't' ofsupplie's to be* senit to 
Cien<*ral Demikin. 

Mr. Luoyd (iInoRe;R: 1 sheiuld like^ te) point e)ut (Iiat the* liual 'pae'ket' to 
Demikin is i)ure*ly a British adair. 

M. Cr.KMKNe;KAn : Our imine'diate quc'stion is wlie*the*r anus should iie)w 
b(^ send or wlu'the'r furllie'r e'nepiine'S on tlie spot should he* made* first of all. 

I myse'lf a,(.»T<*e* with Mr, Lloyd (ie‘e)n»;e*, and I think that tlie* e'oune'il has 
already sullici<*nt in(i)rma,tie)n on the* subje'e't. Ihide'r tliese* eireaunstanc'es, 

I agree with Mr. Lloyd (ie‘ort«e*\s pre)|)osal. 'That, I think, is the* ei<*<‘ision that 
ought te) be e*e)mmuuie'at<'d to (he* military (*xpe*rts, te'lling tlu'ui we have 
(lecide'd te> .s<*nd war viatnicl te) the* Caueasus as ejuickU as pt)ssil)l<‘; and they 
she>ul<l b(^ aske*d le) d<*al with the epK'Stiou e)(' ejuaidity and the* means of 
despatch- 

Mr. Lloyd (Jkorok: I, am in cidire agr<‘e*m(*nt. 

SuiNOR Nirn: The Italian (Je)venun(‘n( cannot un<l(*rtake in this mall(*.r 
any engagement at all, either in men or arms, sine'e to elo so we)ul<l he* e'ou- 
trary to a law which has ben*n passenl in the Italian Parliam<*nt by all |)artics, 
including the Conservatives, almost unanimously, d'he* p;ist e)rthat law is that 
Italy can take no part in any intorveulion against defacto (Jovei'nme'ids, such 
as that of Russia. 'The object of the Italian Chamber is to pre*v'e*nt the* Bol- 
she*vik CJovonuneiit from iiicnnising its strength as a Nationalist (h)V<*rinnent. 
Unfortunately, the Bolshevik Gewernmeut has alre'aely assnmeul a sort of 
Nationalist cliaractcr. 

Mr. Lrx)YD George: We arc going to send that rnatmel te) de facia (iove'rn- 
ments; that cannot be regarded as inlerve*nti()u in Russian affairs, as 
assistance to Kolchak or Denikin might be. 

Signor Nitti: Intervention in favour of the one or the* otlu'r is for ns 
impossible. I must conform to the vote of the Italian Chamber. 

Lord Curzon: If my information is corree'.t, (h<*r<* is, u<*v<*rtln'I('ss, a 
precedent for Italian intervention. Some time ago Italy sent arms to the 
Daghestan, whose cause found warm support in the Italian mission; on the 
other hand, my information is that much is liopcxl from tin* Italian aid at 
Baku and in the Daghestan. 

Signor Nitti: I cannot do anything oflicially. 'I’lu're are some Italian 
interests in Georgia, and 1 believe that Italian volunteers Ikut* gone there. 
Probably I will be able to help this move; it will be impossiblt*, liowevcr, to 
send regular troops, or even to send any materiel oflicially; if' I did, I would 
have the Italian Government against me, even the (k)uservatlv(*s- 
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Mr. Lloyd George : It does not matter very much whether the arms are 
sent officially or unofficially, so long as they reach the Caucasian States. 

Signor Nitti : I may say very confidentially that I could supply arms and 
war materiel if Great Britain or France will take the responsibility of sending 
them. 

Mr. Lloyd George : We agree. 

M. Clemengeau: We decide then to accept, in principle, the supply of war 
materiel and food to the republics of the Caucasus, and to refer to the military 
experts for their solution of the problem just put. 

Lord Curzon: Whom do you mean by ‘military experts’? 

M. Clemengeau: In practice that would be Marshal Foch and Field- 
Marshal Wilson, since officially we caimot include an Italian representative. 
If that is done, it ought to be possible to reach a conclusion within forty-eight 
hours. 

It was decided : 

1. That the Government of the Armenian State should be recognised as a 

de facto Government on condition that this recognition in no way 
prejudiced the question of the eventual frontiers of that State. 

2. That the Allied Governments are not prepared to send to the Trans- 

caucasian States the three divisions contemplated by the Inter- Alhed 
Military Council. 

3. To accept the principle of sending to the Transcaucasian States arms, 

munitions, and, if possible, food. 

4. That Marshal Foch and Field-Marshal Wilson are requested to consider 

of what these supplies should consist, and the means for their 
despatch. 

Mr. Wallace will refer the present resolution to Washington for instruc- 
tions. . • 1. j + 

M. Matsui also reserves the acceptance of his Government with regard to 

paragraph i. 


Appendix to No. 77 
Document i 

Allied Military Committee, British Section, Paris, jemuaty 12, 1920. 

The British deleffation has prepared a memorandum on the simation creat^ m 
the Caucams by tffe defeat of General Denildn’s armies, and of the P^asures to be 
SLn tt cMbk the Caucahan republic* to offer a reduce to the jonehon of the 

s See No. 54, minute 3, and document 2 below. 
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With ihis tht* or/'iuiisation of a military barricT on the Iitio of the Caucasus 

could \v<^II I)(‘ ('()iisi(l(‘r('d. 

In vi(*w of (he unsla])lc ronditiou of tlic local (h)vtTn!ncut.s and oftlu^ immature 
condition of their inilitarv forces, this barrier should first of all b<‘ ort^anised by 
Kuro|)<\'in troops, Avhosc^ stnaijifth ini.e;ht be lixe<l at two divisions. 

I'A'caHually thes<' hairopcan troops <'onld ])e n‘liev(*d by loc’al rorc<‘s, as soon as 
th(‘ latter shall l»avc‘ be<Mi reconstituted, on»anised and provide<l with the necessary 
armament. 

Beyond finatieial and nial<‘rial provision, this or»»anisation of tin' deleasive 
barrha' of the (lam'asus would recpiire time (a minimum oflluec* months should be 
alIow{*d). 

It would be advisable, tberc'fore, to undertake it without delay. 

In the nu'iantiuK' the <‘h‘m<uits <if (hauM-al I)<‘nikin's aiiuies ofth*' bast, whieh, in 
.s])it(' of their reverse's, eonstitutt' the only l<)re(‘ in these* n*{»ions ^vhieh has any 
military value*, nn|j[ht advantafj;e*ously <‘ontinne the: stni/»/de with a vie'w to (le*nying 
to the* Bolsheviks the* api)roa<’he*s to the Oaueasus and ofallowin?* the* ne*ee‘.ssary 
tinier for organising the* d<*(<*nsive barrie*r. 

(k)ns<*(iu(*ntly, without being able te) foresee the peaiod duriny; whit'h tlu'ir 
re.sistane(* would be edeetive probably not a le)ng one* it would ee'rlainly be 
advisable to eontiiiue to give* tliem mate'rial assistance within the se'ope* e»f possible 
actioix by them. 

d’lie^ military barrier e)rtlie Clauea.sus .slxould be s(naudlu*n(‘el and eomi)le;ted l)y 
the grouping under Allie*d eominand of as large* a number of ships in the* dasinau 
vSea as possible; thus ensuring the^ command of this s<*u. 

It is on these lines according to the available* information e)n the* pre'se'jit 
situation that the g(*neral conditions of defensive military action in the* (laiicasus 
should 1)0 drawn uj). 

If the Allied (h)vcniments cousideT it advisable* to undertake* such acMion, the 
qu(*sLion would remain of considering the possibilith's of earryiiifif it out and of 
examining the best moans to that eiwl. 

Focm Ck SA(JKvtraa«:-\VKS'r. U<;e) CIavam.kuo. 


Document 2 

Mle prepared hy British Bdegaiiori 

Present situation caused by defeat of botli KoU:hak and De'iiikin. 

Bolsheviks, having failed to npsot Europe, Ixavc made agnu-niemt with Mussul- 
mans to attack the East. 

Owing to collapse ol Denikin, I ranscaucasus b(*c<)m<*s bridge* whieb must 1)C 
defended by Allies to prevent union of these two horcU's. 

It, including the Caspian and especially (Georgia, Is tin* natural barrier 
separating these two forces. 

At present, in consequence ol impending advance of Rt*d army toxvards the 
Caucasus, the situation in Georgia becomes complicat(*d. Without efleclivt* aid 
Georgia, which is passing through painful cconoituc (u*isis, will be unabh; to resist 
attack from both north and soAth, and crushing of Cicorgia will have serious ('onsc- 
quences for Allies. If Allies will help, Georgia will have sulfici(‘ut courage and 
strength to defend her frontiers. 
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As 3. preliminary measure and before considering the larger aspect of preventing 
Bolshevik invasion of the East, certain steps can and should be taken: — 

1. Recognition by Allies of Georgia and Azerbaijan (this has now been done).-^ 

2. Diversion of all stores, &c., now en route to Denil^, to these republics and 

to Armenia. 

3. Additional help by Allies to Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia — 

(1) Financial. 

(2) Military stores, especially cartridges and boots. 

(3) Provisions, especially bread. 

4. Sufficient military assistance to secure Batoum and Baku. 

5. Denying of the Caspian and the fleet to the Bolsheviks. Denikin’s fleet must 

either be voluntarily sunk or secured for our own use. 

PARIS, January 12^ ig 2 o. 


No. 78 


i.G.P. 22.] J{otes of a Meeting held in M. Pichon's Room^ Quai d'Orsay^ 
Paris^ Tuesday^ January 1920, at 10.30 a.m.^ 


Present: UR.Ar. The Hon, Hugh Wallace; secretaries, Mr. Harrison, Captain 
Winthrop. 

Great Britain: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. the Earl Curzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs; secretaries, Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Leeper, Captain 
Small. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Millerand; secretaries, M. Dutasta, 
M. Bcrthelot, M. Massigli. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretary, Signor Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 


'fhe following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

France: M. Gambon, M. Ygnace, Marshal FoA, General Weygand. 
Italy: Marquis della Torretta, Colonel Castoldi. 

Japan: M. Sawada. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 


I. M. Clemenceau: The agenda comprises the drawing up of the list of 
guilty persons to be demanded from Germany. ^ ^ ^ i 

List of Ygnace: You have given us a double mission: firstly, to 

GuUty Persons of guilty persons which the Entente is to demand 

fiom Ctermany under the Treaty of VeiraiUe.; tecondly, to arrive a ^ 
ment concerning the mixed tribimais which MC to judge persons who hav 

been ffuiltv of crimes against nationals of vanous States. *.1 

Eac^lS^er prepared a list, which, at the outset, was farrly long. We then 

I This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the UrdUd States: the 
Paris Peace Conference, 1919 , vol. ix, p- 905 f- 
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proccoclod io rovis<^ tiu* lists, and am\'<':d at tiu* ii)ll()\vinf\ rtsuli, whidi we 
submit lor your cousid('ration : 

d’hc British Kin[)irr. . . . claims v.iiibs p<‘rsons; 


Italy 
Belgium 
Poland . 
Rouniania 
d1ic S(a'l)-(ln); 


:j:n- 

:{:m- 

fit 


al-SlovciU' Sta((‘ . , ,, -I „ „ 

amounting to a toal ofBBH accniscd persons to lx* (hanaiuhal IVoin (lermauy. 

I will point out inun(‘dia,t<‘ly that IVom this ligun' ofTnSP, it will Ix' n(H'(\ssary 
to (Uxluct <-<‘rtaiu individual (‘ntri<\s which hav(‘ lx‘en niadt* mor<' than once 
and which amount to thirty-ibun 'Plu' number of accused persons whom we 
are demanding from (hu’inany iiiuh'r the Tn'aty ol' P<‘a('(‘ is tlxu-tfon^ Hrj.p 
(lomplete agre<anent has Ixxai r(Mch<*d Ix^twcxai tlx* Lord < Ihanc(‘IIor and 
myself couc<n*ning this figur<‘. 

It was <lee.i<le(l: 

To sanelion lh<^ list revised hy the Lord (lhaneellor and M. '^'gnaee of 
guilly persons^ the surremler of whom will he <lemaiii<h*d from (Germany 
ill aceordane.e. with article 228 of the Treaty of V<-rsaill(\s. 


' 2 . 


T'he council had Ixdbre it a draft U‘legram a(ldr<\sscd to th<‘ French 
Ambassador at Washington, lor transmission to the 
< Amm'icau (Jov<Tmnent (Aprxaulix A). 

liumtm Alfnirs' HKKTiiKra)T: Mr. Lloyd (i(‘org(' asked that the; text 

of this telegram should lx‘ submitted to th<‘ (’ouiieil, in 
order that it migiit receive Signor Nitti\s approval. 

SiONOt^. NiTxr; I approve; of (his draft. 

M, Matsui: Coucerning tlx; rceognilion ol' (hx>rgia, Azerbaijan and 
Armenia, as de facto (JovermiKuits, I must make ecn-tain r(\stM’vations. I have 
referred the matter to my (joverurneut, aiul am awaiting its iustnu tions. 

It was decided: 

That M. Clemcuecau, as jncsuhml of the Peaee Confen'ine, should 
address the telegram which ligurcs in Appemlix A to th<^ French Amliassa- 
dor at Washington, in the name ol the bupnunc (louiicil, to he transmitted 
to the American Government. 

M. Matsui made reservations with regard to the last paragraph of the 
said telegram, concerning the recognition of (hxirgia, Azerhaijan and 
Armenia as de facto Governments. 


[Not printed] * 


Judicial Administra- 
tion of Thrace 


» The meeting approved a note and ‘plan of statutes’, .submitted l)y tiu' ( leutral (loin- 
mittce on Territorial Questions, relative to the administration of justice in the occupied 
territory of Western Thrace after the entry into force of the ’IVt'uty of Neuilly (upin'iidix B 
in original). 
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4- M. Glemengeau : I had a visit from M. Ador ,3 who expressed his desire to 
Aj • • f Q '! heard by the council. He attaches much importance 

“*■= “P'^ations wUch he munch m mbmi,; I Lrefore 
Nations receive him. Because of the effect it must have 

upon national amour-propre ^ I think that hearing him can 
only have good results. 


As far as I could understand, he would like us to settle questions which only 
the League of Nations can decide. He would like to know, in particular, how 
the neutrality of Switzerland can be reconciled with its membership in the 
League of Nations. It is in the interests of his country, Gentlemen, that I ask 
you kindly to hear him. If he asks us definite questions, we will give him 
equally definite replies ; otherwise we will refer him to the League of Nations. 

M. Berthelot : The question has already been examined by the council. 
Switzerland had sent a memorandum concerning the manner in which her 
neutrality was to be interpreted. The Supreme Council then decided to refer 
the question to the League of Nations.^ M. Ador asks to be heard in order 


to explain the difficulties which may result for the neutrality of Switzerland 
through her entry into the League of Nations under the conditions now con- 


templated. 

(M. Ador and Professor Max Hubers were admitted.) 

M. Ador : I thank the Supreme Council for giving me the opportunity of 
being heard. I apologise for troubling it with a question which it may con- 
sider secondary, i.e., that of the neutrality of Switzerland. 

For us it is of very great importance. The Federal Council, the Chambers 
and the Swiss nation desire most ardently to be able to join the League, pro- 
vided, however, that Switzerland still preserves the character which she has 
possessed from all time, i.e., that of perpetual neutrality granted her in the 
interests of Europe. 

In the Treaty of Peace you have inserted an article 435, according to which 
the Powers which are signatories to the said treaty recognise afresh, as being 
in the interests of Europe, the obligations established by the Congress of 
Vienna in 1815, in favour of the recognition of perpetual neutrality for 
Switzerland. Also, in the Covenant of the League of Nations an article 21 
has been inserted stating that international agreements for the mainten^ce 
of peace are by no means incompatible with the aim of the League of Nations. 

We are therefore confronted with two texts: article 435 of the Treaty of 
Peace, drafted and inserted by you, and article 21 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, also inserted in the Treaty of Peace. 

These two texts seemed to us to possess unquestionable clearness. No 
doubt existed in our minds as to the significance and interpretation of t^ 
article. However, the French Government, or, rather, the secretariat 
general of the conference, transmitted to us on the 2nd January, in reply to 
questions by the Swiss Government concerning the time limit for joining the 


3 

4 

5 


President of the Swiss Confederation for 19 ^ 9 - _ j- 

3 ee No. 46, minute 5 and appendices D and E, and No. 49, minute 5 and appendnt D. 
Legal Adviser to the Swiss Department of State. 


929 


II 30 



Lcagu(‘. of Nations, a noU% whi(‘h in its socoud part, alon* ol)S(‘rviug that a 
connection bctwmi articl(‘ of the 'IVcaty of P(‘a<c and arti<-I<‘ ,>i of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations was being rstablishrtl by <lecision (^fthe 
Federal Cluuubers, (leelared that the exanunati«ui ofthis (jnt'stion would have 
to be r<\s<n'ved/» 

I’liis note was the eaus(^ ol*tnuch misgiving in Svvit/erland ; [)(’()[)1(' wou- 
d(T('(l whether the (pi<\stion of tlie pcapetual neutrality liail regally been 
brought onet^ more und<T discussion, and \vli<*thcr this <[uestion, which wc 
had always (Considered to he, fmally S(ctth‘d, was not n*ally scuttled after all 
While desiring to join the Leagu<‘ of* Nations as a |)cr[)eluaUy neutral State, 
you may be sure tliat Swit/erland intcnids to assume all tla* duti(\s and re- 
sponsibilities iiicumb(‘ut on menilxcrs of the League of Nations. It will be 
said against us that we an' d<'nKUuliug a privile<;(‘d position. 

We are asking to ncmain what we have Ixtu for man\' e<'utnri(\s, a (’ountiy 
which has always pursiu'd a, p<ca('eful policy. Siliiat<‘d in the (‘(‘utn* of Luropc 
and particularly ex[)ose(L <nir country, by n'ason both (jfits position and of 
its eonstitutiou, ouglil to Ixc and to remain a neutral eoinitry; w<c intend to 
imdertak(', at our own risk and peril, to defiaul and maintain tlu' inviolability 
of oxir soil; we will not p<u'mit anyone to p<*netrat(c into Swiss t<*rntory. This 
is a responsibility which we accept, and which wc will fulfil with all the 
loyalty of which, in this matter, Swil/erlaud lias always giv'cn proof 

W<i are prepared to a<‘C(‘])t all the economic, ('on.setjiKMK'i'S of our ('Utry into 
the League of Nations, and conse<|uently to submit to all collec'tivc: nx'asures 
which the lacague of Nations may impose on its mcml>ers; but we ask tliiit 
it may be recognised that the perpetual neutrality ol'Swit/a'rlaixl <'xehidos 
the right of passage of troops across liter t<Tritory. 

'Lhis is |)erha])s a somewhat tlelicate point which It will be met't'ssary 
eexamine, but it is a fimdaineutal article of our Swiss t'onslitutional law, and 
1 am expressing on this point the sentimeuts of my nation. VW could not 
permit ourselves to be placed once more in thte (eouditious we suflcrt'd lu 
1815, when wc were obliged to al)au(Um our neutrality to [x'nnit the hostile 
armies who were pursuing Napoleon to cross a portion of our territory. 

I understand that (he conference cannot givte me a n^ply in this matt<er 
to-day. I did not come here as a petitioner. Mluc question dt'serves sccrious 
consideration, Wc arc being given an extremely short lime in which, as an 
original member, to join the League of Nati(^ns. MorttovtT, we iee] lliat it is 
entirely to your interest that Switzerland should not ixuuaiu outside the 
League, just as wc ourselves have a very real interest in joining tlx* I x'agiur, in 
order to continue to fulfil the humanitarian and phihuitliropie duties which, 
thanks to our geographical position, wc have been ahU'; to carry on during 
this war, and which have been of some service to the various ('ouutri<‘s. 

We arc of opinion that Switzerland, if neutral, might: l)e admitt('d into the 
League of Nations in the peculiar position of a country that has always beem 
neutral, placed as it is in the centre of Europe and made up of races speaking 
different languages — a country which, consequently, can exist owing to its 
neutrality alone. 
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We earnestly beg the representatives of the Governments forming the 
Supreme Council to be good enough to tell us that such was their intention 
when they recognised the neutrality of S.witzerland; and, further, if any 
special conditions are to be introduced, whether these may be discussed with 
the Council of the League of Nations. It seems to me, however, that the 
Council of the League of Nations ought at least to blow the intentions of 
those who signed the Treaty of Peace, for that council might confront us with 
the objection that it had not signed the treaty, and that, consequently, it d(^ 
not know how the latter should be interpreted on the matter of the neutrality 
of Switzerland. That is the delicate point to which I venture to draw your 
attention. 

In a memorandum which I have had the honour, together with my 
colleague. Professor Max Huber, to address to all the representatives of the 
Powers at the conference, I developed and set forth with the greatest clearness 
and extreme frankness the point of view of the Federal Council. We are 
entirely at the disposal of the Governments represented here to confer with 
amicably and openly on this question. We shall tell thein frankly our 
point of view. We quite imderstand that you are unable to give us a final 
reply to this question to-day, but we wish to draw your attention to the 
necessity of giving it a speedy settlement, in order that ±t matter may not 
arise three weeks or a month hence, after the prescribed time hmit for jommg 

the League of Nations has expired. _ ^ 

These Gentlemen, are the observations which I desired to submit. 

M. Clemenceau: I have now only to thank M. Ador for the statement 

which he has kindly submitted to us. 

(M. Ador and Professor Max Huber left the room.) . 

Signor Nitti: I agree entirely with the considerations which have just 


me that the neutraUty of Switaeri^ ought mhe m^tamrf; 

from the military and political point of view it is of the greatest mterest that 
this neutrality should be as complete as possible. But the question is a coin- 
pl^ one ; it does not arise merely from a military pomt of view, it h^ ^o to 
be considered from an economic point of view. Is it to be admjted 4at 
Switzerland in joining the League of Nations, would be able to take part m 
an economic bliiade? That might deternme a 

What we desire is that Swiss neutrahty should remam mtact Wc have ev ry 

ScKustrfoe^^^^ ‘e euamiued 

In these conditions Switzerland would not h fUp. Treatv of 

the last Treaty of Peace. 
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li was <lori<l<';<l : 

(I) (,hios»i<>ns rorirerniiifj; ilic cntr\ of S\\ il/.rrlaixl into thr of 

Nations, wliirh won' slalod to tin* Siipronio (lounoil 1)\ M, ,\<ior, on 
la'halfof tlio F<Mloral (lounoiU should bo roforrod to tlu' < lounoil of iho 
Loa^uo of Nations for ('xainination and n*j)orl. 

(I!) hi notifyinp; M. A<lor of this dooision, tho |)ro>idcnt of tho ooidVroncc 
shall inform him that, in viow of tin* attilndo id* tin' Kodoral honsli- 
tulion, and in onh'r to faoilitato Swit7.<*rland's ontrv into tho !^<*aj^uc 
of Nations, tho Snpromo (lounoil admits tlial for S\v ilzorlainl only 
tho jioriod of two months <laliiij» from tho (*omiii‘>: into foroo of tho 
oovonant, as provi<h*d in tho oovonant, for onti) into tho lioapie, 
shall <lat<% not from tho coming into ibroi* of I ho 'rn*at y <d’ Vorsaillos, 
hut from tin* o<miing into foroo of tin* last 'rn*at\ of Poao<* oontaininj^ 
tho <*ov<'UiUil l<> 1><‘ .sij'iit'd l)\ ih(‘ Allied aii<l Vhs<)(’i:it<*d l*()^^(Ts. 


5. Mr. Wai.I ,A(:k; 'rii(* vVtiK'i'ican I'Anhas-sy in I’aiis lias r('cci\('d a t<'l(');fnini 
„ acconlin;!;' to wliicli the in-ncrai I'oniniandiii!’’ tlie Ron- 

tiiiif Hwtf’uiv maiuan army of occuiiaHon m Hun, nary, lias just iiotihod 

the Iiitcr-Allic'd Military Missiiui in liiKlapfsl, wlicrc tlirni 
still urn u Britisli, a French aiul an Italian rciircsenlati\e, that, since the 
Roumanian troops arc now cast ofllu- 'I'li<-is.s, lie desires that (he mission will 
no loiifTcr s<md him din'ct eommnnieations, hut that it will aildress (Ikmii 
to Bucharest. I his is in eontraduition with the orders of the SujirenK'; 
(louneih 


I h<^ Oovermnent ol tlu' United States desires, on the other hand, to know 
what, measures were taken hy the Snineme ( lomieil ohlii’ine, the Romnaniaus 
to efleet the evae.uation of Hungarian territory aeeordinj', to its orders. 

M. (ItaiMUNOKAtr: Since we are going to lu'ar tlu‘ Roumanian President 
of the C’ouneil, tho simplest method, in ord<n‘ to he certain, would Ix' to ask 
him the question. 

(M. Vaida-Voevod, Roumauiiin President of tiu' (lomieil, and M. 

Cantaeuzcu.s* wen; admitted.) 

M. C1.RMRNCKAII : Before asking you to speak, 1 have a (pu'stion to put. 
We have ju.st received from Prcsulenl Wilson a telegram in which lu' asks 
what measures we have taken in order to compel (he Roumanians to (>vaeuate 
Hungarian territory. 

May I ask you if you arc in a [xisitiou to-day to tidl us by what date this 
evacuation will be completed ? 

M. Vaida-Voevod: It is to our intcro.st th;it these territories he evacuated 
as soon as possible. In accordance with (he obligations which we have under- 
taken towards the Supreme Council, (his evacuation has already been Ix'gun. 
If it is not completed, it is bceau.se we have harl to eope with ciiflieultii's of a 
teclinical nature; we have no locomotives to effect (he transport of troops; 
and we have, further, had great difficulty, at this iiartieular time of the year, 
in finding shelter for our soldiers. 

It is my opinion that the evacuation will still take several weeks. 


* Roumanian Minister without Portfolio and Delegate to die Pcju e ( louf.-reiice. 
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M. Clemenceau: Can you fix a date for us by which you undertake that 
the evacuation of Hungarian territories shall be completed? 

M. Vaida-Voevod : In order to fix a date, I should be obUged to consult 
our military experts. I think I can say that the evacuation will be completed 
within a few weeks. 

M. Clemenceau: What do you mean by ‘a few weeks’? 

M. Vaida-Voevod : I hope that the evacuation will be completed by the 
I St March. But we will make every effort to hasten it as much as possible. 

M. Clemenceau: There is another point to which I wish to call your 
alleiition. 

The general commanding the Roumanian army in Hungary has notified 
the Inter-Allied Military Mission in Budapest, which still includes a British, 
a French and an Italian representative, that, as he is now east of the Theiss, 
he desires that the mission should no longer send communications to him 
direct, but should address them to Bucharest, a request which is in contra- 
diction of the orders given to the mission by the Supreme Council. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: I will give proper orders on this matter. 

Mr. Lloyd George; I wish to say a word on this question. Ever since 
July we have urgently insisted that the evacuation of Hungary by Roumanian 
troops must be carried out. This evacuation has always been retarded on 
account of various difficulties. We are told to-day that if it caimot be carried 
out more quickly it is for want of means of transport. The Roumanian army 
of occupation has, however, been able to find the means of transport to transfer 
to Roumania the cattle and agricultural implements requisitioned by her. 
These facts may very well give rise to fresh difficulties between the Rou- 
manians and Hungarians, and cause Roumania to forfeit the sympathies of 
those who are her best friends, simply on account of the resistance she has so 
long shown to the desire expressed by the Supreme Coimcil that this evacua- 
tion be effected without delay. At present, since the agricultural implements 
have been taken away, Hungarian peasants are deprived of the means of 
working, it is to be feared that they may lose patience and that bloodshed 
may ensue. If war again broke out, it would be regrettable, under these 
conditions, to think that the responsibility would rest with Roumania, and 
that, consequently, she would not have the sympathy of the Western Powers. 

M. Vaida-Voevod : I do not wish to recall the past. My role is to busy 
myself with the present and to face the future. 

I am obliged to state that Roumania was devastated by German and 
Austro-Hungarian troops, who took away her agricultural implements, and, 
above all, her cattle. The trains were not able to take to Germany all the 
cattle that was stolen. On account of the slowness of means of communica- 
these probably died on the way. Cattle worth fortunes were thus wasted 
between the Theiss and the Danube. Transylvania, in particular, was the 
object of systematic -requisitioning. All the cattle in that region were taken, 
on the grounds that such provisions were indispensable for the army. 

Roumania possessed locomotives of the latest model: Marshal von 
Mackensen took possession of these. In these distressing conditions, we had 
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to cncluro the Bolshevik attacks of Bela Kuu, at tli(‘ time wIkmj iIh* Supreme 
(louuc'il was pn'parin;* a plan to deal a nu>rlal blow to Bolslu^visnu The 
attack which surpris('(l us was <'Xtr<‘ni<‘Iy viohait. lu ord<*r to r(\sist it, the 
Roiimaiiiau army had to ti.i>ht hard battles. We hav<^ to d(‘pIor<% iu couse- 
(puaicc, the loss ors(*v<Tal tliousands ofmeu and oflicers orhi<>;h raiik.^ 

Wt^ had to take pnwculalivc^ nu^asurcs for the lutnn*. Uufortunatc^lyj a 
inisunderstandint»* b<‘twc<m the Suprenu' (louiual and Rounninia occurred, 
and it is to avoid (uuluriu^*' iu tlic futun! the <*vils which hav<* o\<u'\vh<'lnu‘(l us 
in the [)ast, that I ask perinissiou to draw th<* altcaition of the Supreme 
(louacil to certain definil<' facMs. A<lmiral llorthy is at pr(\s(Uit ort>aiiisiug 
conspiraci<\s, not tmly at Budapest, but on our own t(‘rritory. lie is formiug 
Wliitc (Juards, at th<‘ lu^ad of which Ik*: is plat'ing o(lic<*rs ol' the former 
Magyar and Austro-nuugarian army. 'rh<\s<‘ odictu's have under tluMU 
oflicers of lower ranks, scatl(a*(‘d throughout tin* villagers. A vt'ritablt* net- 
work of conspiracies has thus been (\stablislK‘(h At pn‘S(‘nt tlu'V an* nier<*ly 
at the organising* stat<*, but no S(*cr<*t is made of tin* fact that next spring they 
will pass on to action. A plan has air<‘ady b(*(*n lucparc'd: it consists of 
scr/ing the muuicipal buildings, stations, and post and t(*lcMp*aph offices. 

A fortnight ago we arrcsl(*d some of llu* conspirators; ofiic(*rs who scrv(*d 
in Karolyi’s army. 'The Allied n*i>r<‘S(*ntativ<'S at Biu han st n'epK^sted us to 
.set them at liberty. We made* uo diflictilty about that. \Vc thought that they 
would cease planniug eousjiiracies, but s<'arc(‘ly \V(*re tluy r(*I(*as<*d wlum, they 
returned to their former activities. I'lie High (lommand ol‘th<* Roumanian 
army is taking measures to gtiard against all ev<*ntualitK*s in this matter, hut 
an attack will incxst certainly bo directed against llu* (l/.(*t*h(>slovaks, the 
Jugoslavs, and the Roumanians in the spring. I consider it a itioral duly for 
the Supreme Council, in the interest of the Croat Pow<'rs th(*ms<‘Ivt*s, to take 
the necessary measures in order that the Magyars slnill not attac'k us al\(T 
the signature of the Treaty of P<^acc. 

1 desire especially to appeal to Mr. Lloyd George and to ask him to show 
some pity towards the Roumanian peasants. Whilst tiu* Magyar peasant is 
still fairly well clothed, the Roumanian peasant is d<‘privt'(l of‘ ('v<*rylhing. 
He is overwhelmed with poverty. The German troops took cw(*ry thing from 
him. They left only one shirt to each peasant, and took away ev(*u the 
children’s cradles. The country was literally sack<*cl. No population has 
suffered so much as the Roumanian population. 

If the Magyar peasants rise up, their insurrection will not be diui to (exorbi- 
tant requisitioning inflicted by the German troops, it will hr. due to the Bt;Ui 
Kun and the Christian Socialist movements, 'llic Jews are now th<^ victims 
of the murders and insurrections which take place, but, to-morrow, (he 
peasants will rise against the landed proprietors, and, if any attempt is made 
to avoid the application of agrarian reform, they will turn agauist the Govern- 
ment which refuses them the land. Gentlemen, I do not wish to promise 
anything which I cannot fulfil. I will give orders for the (wacuution of 

For the earlier sequence of events in connexion with the Rounuiniari occupiition of 
Hungary, see Vol. I passim. 
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Hungarian territory, and I hope they will be carried out. In conclusion, 

I will repeat once more the urgent request which, at the beginning of these 
observations, I addressed to the Supreme Council, to take necessary 
measures in order that the Gzechoslovak[s], Jugoslavs, and we ourselves may 
not become the object of an attack on the part of the Magyars, and in order 
that our safety may be assured in future. 

Mr. Lloyd George: You say that you are afraid of being attacked in 
March; your troops are, however, still in Hungarian territory, which Rou- 
mania promised to evacuate. If you were attacked while Roumania was still 
occupying territory which ought to remain Hungarian, what would you have 
to complain of? The Hungarians will employ all imaginable means in their 
attempts to drive you from it, and they will be entirely within their rights in 
so doing. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: Perhaps the Hungarian offensive will begin in this 
manner, but there is no doubt that the Hungarians will subsequently try to 
invade territories which have been assigned by the Treaty of Peace either to 
the Czechoslovaks, the Roumanians, or the Jugoslavs. Besides, the Rou- 
manian troops were received with much enthusiasm when they entered 
Hrmgary, for the people considered that we had delivered them from the 
Bolsheviks. 

M. Clemenceau: You are not entirely answering Mr. Lloyd George’s 
remark, who states that you are occupying these territories in spite of the 
conference. For many months past you have promised to evacuate; in not 
keeping your promise, you are affording your enemies a pretext for aggres- 
sion. That is the opinion of the conference, and I can do nothing in the 
matter. You say Tt will be rmderstood,’ &c. It is not a question of under- 
standing, it is a question of preventing the aggression of which you may be 
the victim. 

M. Vaida-Voevod : We shall withdraw our troops. 

M. Clemenceau : Let it be as soon as possible. If you desire the support 
of the conference, your troops must be withdrawn without delay from Hun- 
garian territory. 

M. Vaida-Voevod : We shall do so as soon as possible; and then it will be 
necessary for you to help us. 

Mr. Lloyd George : The danger will be far less than if war were to ensue, 
because the Roumanian troops remained in Hungary, and the Allies were 
therefore unable to show for Roumania the sympathy which, in other cir- 
cumstances, they would have shown. 

M. Clemenceau: We are well aware that you, Gentlemen, are not 
responsible for this state of affairs, but your attitude is of the greatest im- 
portance as regards Roumania; by your actions you will either keep or 

forfeit the sympathy of the conference. ^ , j 

If it is the desire of the council, the incident shall be considered closed, and 
the Roumanian President of the Council shaU speak to us on the subject of 
Bessarabia. I will now ask him to speak, but he must not forget that the 
conference has already come to a decision on that subject. 
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6. M* V'aida-Vokvod: 'The confcrrnn’: has in tlu^ory roinr to a, (hu'islou on 
, this subject, whicli J have nut for^utlcni; it lias nro^niscxl Rou- 
mania’s rij^ht to annex B<\ssaral)ia, but, without desirinf^ to weary 
you walh a lontj stateiiKuit, I should Iik<' to ask th<‘ conference to 
eiisiin^ the realisation of that decision. 

M. (luKMKNcacAu: \'cs, but you must understand that your position is a 
fals(^on(*; you do not carry out certain (hrisious oftlu* coidenaua^ while you 
ask it to ('arry out otlnu’s. 1 know you an* not piu'sonally r<'S|>onsibl<‘ for this. 

I hav(^ explaitu'd to you tin* stale of mind of the ('oulcr(‘uc(\ 

M. V^aida-Vokvod: Aftcu' the ralifKation ol* th<' 'Tnaity of Pcau'e, the 
frontiers of Roumauia on tlu' Bessarabian sid<‘ will b(‘ finally d<‘t(n'min(‘(l. 
'The jiopulatiou of Bessarabia has dei'idcxl to join Roumauia, a (ha'ision which, 
was [iroclainu^d Ibr the third time by th(‘ I)(‘puti<*s ai)])i)iut<'d at th(' last 
eleetions, without distinction of sp(‘ech, rac<' or nationality; on tlu' ' 2 ()\]\ 
Deccnnlxn*, 1919, liny all vot(‘d for union with tlu^ inotln'r ('ountry. The 
coidenuice has virtually re<'oi^niscd this stat<‘ ol'affairs, but it lias not actually 
pnu'laiuK'd it, and oiir position isdillicult in ('ons(‘c|U('nc<‘, sinc<^ \\x arc n(n,u;h- 
))ours of the Bolsheviks and have to liv<\ not to philosoj)lus<\ B(»lsh(‘vik ideas 
wer<^ spread among us, esp<TiaUy rex'eutly, by Russians who tl<‘d from ( )d(‘ssa 
wluai the Bolsheviks again approached that tow'n. \V(‘ ()tler<'d llnan j»'ener(ms 
hospitality, but vv<^ could ,nol distinguish aiiioug the n‘fug(x\s tlios(' who w<a'e 
Bolslieviks and tliose who were not. 'The eon(er(ui(‘(‘ has not y<^t fully grant<-d 
us Bessarabia, and, if the Russians advance still mon‘, ilic population will be 
in a stale of great uiu’ctrlainty. Some jxxiph' among llumi nvc in hivour of the 
Bolsheviks bceausc they Iiope to render im[)ossible the execution of the 
agrarian reform begun by us. Moreoviu', tliere an^ Ronmanian ])ri(\sts who 
were brought up at Kiev and who long for the old regime, whieli gav(^ tluan 
a position privileged in comparison with that which th<‘y now liavc; tlx^ ar<^ 
pro-Russian agents. Such a state of affairs cannot come to an (uid until you 
recognise that Bessarabia must be joined to Roumauia; until then it will he 
im])OSsible to restore order in that part of our Ua'ritory, 

M. Clkmenckau: Will you kindly summarise what you ask ol'us? 

M. Vaida-Voevod : Wc have summarised our reepu^sts in a not(t which 1 
have ventured to transmit to the conference, \V(^ want lli<‘ (•oider(aic<^ to 
recognise the union of Bessarabia with Roumauia de jiire, 

M. Clemengeau: Have wc not already done so? 

M. Vaida-Voevod: Yes, but that was at the time wlxai it was still hoix*<l 
that Koltchak would defeat the Bolsheviks. That was soriKUiriu* ago, but if now 
the confcrciicc would proclaim the union of Bessarabia with Roumauia, the 
result would be alcgal position on which wc could base ihe rt'storat ion of order. 

M. Clemengeau: It is not the defeat of Koltchak which pr<'\'(aits us from 
giving you satisfaction, but it is your disobedience oftlu' unanimous wish(\s 
of the conference. First of all wc want the evacuation of those territories 
which are not given to you by the Treaty of Peace, and you talk of postponing 
the evacuation of Hungary once more for a month or six weeks. That is wliai 
troubles us, although we arc in agreement in principlt:. 
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M. VAiDA-VopiVOD: Wc will carry out that evacuation in the shortest 
possible time. 

M. Glemengeau: You say so, but we have been awaiting your evacuation 
for montlas: I am explaining to you the difficulty by which we are con- 
fronted. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: The two questions should not be connected, since the 
Magyars attacked us. 

M. Geemenceau; But you disobeyed the conference from the very begin- 
ning. I know that it is not in the least your fault, and I should like to satisfy 
you. Only a short time ago we were agreed not to give you Bessarabia because 
you constantly disobeyed the conference. Now our opinions are different, 
but wc cannot reply unconditionally to your request; we are obliged to defer 
our reply bccauvsc you yourselves deferred evacuation. 

M. Vaida-Voevod : Sir, I undertake to wire this very day ordering 
evacuation as soon as possible. 

M. Glemengeau: Please believe that I am not hostile to you— quite the 


contrary. 

Mr. Lloyd George: We cannot grant you what you ask if, when we take 
a decision in your favour, you accept it, but when we take a decision which is 
not beneficial to Roumania, Roumania resists. 

]\/f . Vaida-Voevod : The engagement which we have taken to carry out the 
decision of the conference shall, I assure you, be fulfilled. 

The present Roumanian Government cannot be punished for the faults of 

the former regimes. 

M. Glemengeau: We want to help, not to punish you. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: I will give the order for evacuation in conditions 
which are considered practicable by the conference, but I cannot give a 

promise which I might be unable to keep. t * •+ 

M. Glemengeau: The conference is in sympathy with your cause, but it 


has been hindered by your predecessor for two years. 

Mr. Lloyd George: We are convinced of your mt^on to evacuate 
Hungary, but we think you may be faced by certam difficulu^ ^ 
military party, and we think the miUtary party woiJd be rnore wdlmg to ob^ 
the order of the conference to evacuate Hungary immediately rf you said to 
them: ‘The conference is wai^g our evacuation of Hungary before deadmg 

that Bessarabia shall be definitely Roumaman. ,.l, . t ^rmrlnrlc 

M. Vaida-Voevod : I thank you with aU my heart. From that I conclude 

that the conference will acknowledge our claim to Bessarabia from the day 

evacuation is effected. I may say that? 


Mr^Lloyd^George: We cannot now say that we undertake to reco^ise 
yom right; we L only say that we are going to discuss it as soon as you have 


evacuated Hungary. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: That does not give me 


the moral support which 


I 


require. 

M. Glemengeau: I would willmgly go 


further than Mr. Lloyd George: 
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In niy and I think 1 ran say in thr nainr of Fran<’(% I ran stale that we 

arr prepared to nuognisc^ R()uma.nijds right to Hessarahia. 

(M, Millerand^ made a sign of assent.) 

Mu. Lt.oyo ({k(>R(;k: As M. Berthelol p()int<^d out, tlu^ (ioimnission on 
Roumanian Affairs, on whirh all tlu‘ Powers an- r<'pn\sente(I, has miani'- 
monsly (hridrd to attribute P>rssarabia to Roumauia. 'That is the actual 
position. 

M. (li>KMKN(n*An: VVe are: all siiu'cnr in this mattca*. 

M. Vaida-V'okvou: (Jentleimm, I thank you for thr gn^at ronrrssiou you 
have grantt^d nu'; I will do my best to (aisure the evaruation of Hungarian 
t(nTilori<\s as soon as possible, and also tlu^ s(^ltlem(‘nt of th<^ (piestion of 
Bc^ssarabia. 

{M, Vaida-Vo<‘vod and M. ( Iantaru*/<^ns withdrew.) 

'flu* eouneil took note of t he slaleincnts of M. Vaida-\ oevod ; it aeknow- 
ledg^Ml that, although it. ha<l as yel eoine to no de<dsi<)ii as to the attril>ii- 
tioik of lh\ssaral)ia aiul could not <lo so until Rouniania had earrie<I <mt, the 
ordtTS of tluM'ouferenee in Hungary., tlie tlonunission on Rouinanian Affairs 
was iinaniinously of opinion that this territory should lie atlrihu!(‘d to 
Ifonmania. 

(Marshal Foeh and (J<‘ntn*al Weygand were iutrodnrc'd.) 

7. M. (h-KMKNciKAtr: 1 hav(5 before me a proposal from M. I^it<‘k, Polish 

^ Minister for Foreign Affairs, whirh raises the <pi(*stion of 

nifemiy)! lolmd defence of P<dand against the Bolsluwiks, M. Patek 

])roposes to refer tins ([uestion to th<‘ Military (committee 
at Versailles, of which Marshal Foch is chairman. I suppose nobody has any 
objections to make? 

Mr. Lu)Y 1> GnoRtiK: 'Phis letter was not communicated to m<‘. 

M- C1.KMENGKATJ : M. Berthelol will have it rirculated. 

8, Marshal Foon: Our plans arc upset \yy tlu‘ absence of nine Kuglish 

battalions destined for the plebiscites territories?^ We will 
PkbiscifT^mies means of remedying tlu^ situation. 'Phe first 

question I will ask is the following: (Ian Italy undertake to 
supply some troops in place of the English battalions? 

SkiNOR Nitti: For the time being I can give no umhu'taking. 

M. Glemengkau: Mr. Lloyd George, you and I discussc^l this matter 
yesterday. .As England cannot supply the number of men wc: roiiuted upon, 
we discussed the question as to whether Italy and France^ c'ould make', up the 
deficit. Marshal Foch was not there. It was a maltc^r of no less than five 
battalions for us, which is a great deal. There are (dcv<‘.n battalions short; 

* After the recent elections in France M. (llein<^iiceriu had r(\signc(l t>triee on January iB, 
1920. M. Millcrand became French Prime Minister and Miuislfr of Foreign Affairs: of 
minute 8 below. 

9 It was considered necessary to withhold th<\se battalions in vi<‘W of th<r imrcsl then 
prevailing in the United Kingdom. (Uf. extracts from the diary of Fi<dd"Marshal Sir H. 
Wilson printed by Major-General Sir Cl. GallwcU: FieM-Marshal Sir Henry WihotL London, 
1927? vol. n, pp. 223-5.) 
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England was to have supplied one, Italy five, and France five. I am afiraid 
that this is more than wc can give. 

Marsiiai. Fooh : In view of the absence of ten English battalions, there are 
questions of principle which I ask leave to submit to the assembled Govern- 
ments. 

The most scrioas question is that of Danzig. Danzig was to have received 
four battalions, including two English and one American. These are missing; 
only one French battalion remains. To occupy a large town with only one 
French battalion is very dangerous. 

M. Clkmenoeau : Gould we not send one or two supplementary battalions? 

Marshal Focii; Wc have not got them. In these circumstances I ask the 
Governments whether they could not consider this solution: send only one 
battalion to Danzig, but on condition that we keep Polish troops near at 
hand so as to appcid to them in case of need. Those Pohsh troops would not 
occupy Danzig, but they could enter it in case of necessity. 

M. Clemrncrau: What do you mean by ‘near at hand’? 

Marshal Foch: On the borders of Danzig territory. 

M. Gi.rmenceau : While I am here, I should prefer that we make an effort, 
which, I thiixk, [? should] be made, to send French troops instead of bringing 
Polish troops to some station near at hand; that would create difGLculties of 
which we cannot at present foresee the consequences. When must Danzig 
be occupied? 

Marshal Foch: The first troops must leave on the 27th of this month. 
To send one single French battalion to Danzig is, I repeat, very unwise. 

M. Clemenceau : I propose that two battalions are taken fi’om the 40,000 
men guarding German prisoners. The Polish solution you suggested is 
dangerous, not from the military, but from other points of view. That is my 
opinion, but I believe that the President of the Council, who is to succeed me 
to-morrow, shares it. 

M. Milleband: Certainly. 

Signor Nitti : For my part, I will do all I can. _ ^ 

Marshal Foch: Even if two battalions are taken from the prisoners 
guard, they will not be ready for some time yet. 

M. Clemenceau: I do not ask you to perform a miracle, I ask you to do 


what you can. , , . ^ • .. 

Marshal Foch: If in a fortnight’s time there should be firmg at Danzig, 

we shall run a great risk. . . * i r 

The same question arises in the case of Silesia. We ought to have a to^ of 
eighteen battalions there. As the English and American battahons are lack- 
ing six French battalions and three Italian remain, i.e., nine i^tead ot 
eighteen. If absolutely necessary, that might be suffident, on condition that 
we renounce the occupation of Teschen, which is quite d<xc. 

M. Clemenceau: That is impossible; it would mean civil war at Teschen. 
Mr. Lloyd George : How many battalions were there to have been at 

Tcsdicn ? * 

Marshal Foch: Three; one French, one Italian and one American. 
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Mr. rj.ovj) (Jkokck: Arc lhr<‘c baltalioiis n^ciuinal at 'I'cscluai? 

M. (Jr.KMKNCKAu: l’h<‘ AuKM'ic'ans ixiv. lackini». 

CJknkrai. WKV<fANi): 11' \v<‘ luul luui b<it(ali<)ns in Silcsiuj wc 

should have Ixrn able to do willioul the Anua'icans at 'IVseluau laa^pinjjj only 
two battalions then'; ifanythiinj^ s('rions had ha))j)ened at 'IVsela'ii, we should 
liave a[)pealed to the troops in Sih'sia. But now that the troops in Sih'sia arc 
pra(‘th\ally naluetal to nothin/’-, we eaniuit (‘ount any inor(* on thos<' aduiilly 
lher<\ 

M. ( li-KMKNOKAu: I think iftlu're Is oik' Fr<*neh and oiw Italian battalion 
at d Vsc'.lu'n, that is <piit(' su(Iiei<‘nt. 

(Sknkkau WKV<JANn: 'Tlu' position or'r<*seh(‘n has not (‘lian}>,ed, Init we 
asked tliat tlu^ troops provided for 'l\‘S('h<‘n ini/’ht lu' s<‘nt to Sih'sia. 'I’ho 
e.hainuan of the (iovernin!»; ( loininission of' Sih'sia will Ix' respcuisibh' lor 
inainta,inin/j^ ord<M' in Sil<*sia with a reduet'd nuinlx'r <»f niiu* l)attalious 
instead of (Mg'ht<xui. 'That is (*xtreinely dillieult. Tlu' tpu'stion is to know 
wlnUher tlu' ('.hairnian ol' th<‘ Sih'siau (x)nunission will und<‘rlak(* the re- 
sponsibility. 

M. ( Ilkmknckau : ^’ou must eonli'r on this subj(‘et with (h'lu'ral L(‘ Rond, 
It is not lor us to take d<x-ls!ons ofa purely military natur(\ II’, alba* eon ((‘rrin/jj 
with (hanu'al la* Rond, Marshal Koehsays it is impossible', we shall lx* ol)li!L»<'d 
to liutl auotlu'r solution. 

(Jknkuau \Vky(janu: (hmeral lx- Rond is ('hairman of tli<' ( ioverniitg 
(lommissiom In this ('apatity liis mission is jiot military; In' is uinh'rtakiiif); 
th(* gov<‘rmn<mt of Sih'sia. It is by (diaiux' that this /‘o\'ernnn‘nt has Ixxui 
entnisU'd to a soldi<a% 

M. (iuRMKNUKAu: Tln'n^ is a governin/^ lnt<'.r-Alli('d (l<nnmission whieh is 
going to adininist('r Silesia. Its ehainnan is (hmeral la' Rond. It w'as 
arranged that he was to have <aght<'eu battalions at his disposal, 'This muuber 
is reduced to nine. Ifthc eomniissiou says: "I luuh'rtakc' to admiuist(‘r Silt'sia 
with nine battalions,’ 1 will let them do it; but if it says that it ('annot do so, 

I For my part eaunol impose that I'espoiisibility on it. What is tlu' opinion oF 
the commission? 

Marshal Foun: 1 have not consulted it. 1 th<‘r<'For<* r(*([uest that tluTC 
may be a meeting this very evening Ix'tween the chairuK'n oF t lu' eommissions, 
the representatives oF the ( Jovernments and th<'. Alli('d inililary repres<'nta- 
tives to decide whether the commissions For jdchisc'itc' dislrit'ls and Danzig 
can perform their duties with this reduced Fon'c:. 

M. Clemenckau: I should like this question to Ix' si'tlled as soon as possible 
and the heads oF Governments to be inFornied this very ('vc'uing oF (ht'. con- 
clusions oF this meeting, so that Signor Nitli, Mr. Lloyd (ieorg(' and M. 
Millcrand'or myself may consider the matter. 

General Weygand: Each delegation should appoint a diplomatic or 
political representative, since political questions arc (*onc(*rn('d, and a military 
representative. They should also be able to ctxisult tlu^: h<*ads (d'the (jovcni- 
ing Commissions. 

M. Berthelot: All the troops provided for Upper Sih'sia art' not retpiired 
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imm(!diatdy, fcjr the cHfiicultics of maintaining order will begin with the 
plebiscite operations themselves. That is not immediate. Now the two 
battalions at pr<^s<;jit at I eschen will be free within three months at the latest; 
they could them l>o sent to Uijpcr Siksia. I think this consideration, which 
is one side of tlu; (piestioxi, should be taken into account. 

Grnurai. Whyoand: Ati oflicer who has returned from Silesia states that 
the Cjc.tmaus aK^ still tetaining their troops in all the territories which must 
be evacuated under the treaty. Difficulties may arise on that score. 

M. BKR'ruKi,0’r; We can expect some violation of the treaty by the Ger- 
mans ev<;rywhero. We must not forget that, but, on the other hand, we need 
not think that thx^y will inevitably take place everywhere. I know the docu- 
ments to which you have just referred. I do not think them convincing; the 
Germans h:ive often made attempts of that kind which have come to nothing. 

Gi''.nkuai, Wky(;and: According to the agreements signed with the Ger- 
mans, tluiy must evacuate territories on the arrival of our troops. If we 
cannot s(‘nd the troops on which we are counting, the Germans may consider 
those UuTitorics unoccupied. Will the chairmen of the Governing Com- 
missions accc'pt this responsibility? We must know their opinions. 

M. BKR't'iiKr.o’j'; They will give their opinion this evening. 

Marsiiai, Fotin: I'lic meeting of tire chairmen of the commissions and the 
delegates of each Government might take place at 4 o’clock. 

M. Cr.EMENCEAU: Have you any other commxmications to make? 

Marshal Foch : At Mcmcl there is only one battalion left. Is that enough 
in a port like Mcmcl? Moreover, there is no governor at Memel. 

M. Berthelot: It was said that the governor would be the officer com- 
manding the troops. It may be the head of the French battalion as it was 
formerly the English officer. 

Marshal Foch: No, it was an English general. The head of an English 
battalion would not be enough there. 

M. Glemenceau: Send them an officer of high rank. 

M. Berthelot: There is no great danger of disturbances or violence at 
MemcL 

Marshal Foch: There are no troops left in Allenstein. Allenstein was 
to have been occupied by the English. Is it still to be occupied? 

M. Berthelot: The Germans have discussed the occupation of Allenstein. 

It was not in the treaty. The matter was entirely forgotten. 

Marshal Foch: There is only one Italian battalion at Marienwerder, 
but that is sufficient. 

M. Glemenceau: I do not know what conclusions will be reached at the 
meeting this evening. They should be communicated immediately to the 
heads of the Governments in order that a practical conclusion may be 
reached. The heads of Governments should also meet this evening or to- 
morrow morning at the latest to adopt resolutions. 

Signor Nitti: Unfortunately I have to leave for Italy this evening at 
8 o’clock, on accoimt of urgent business. 

M. Glemenceau: We will meet at 6 o’clock. 
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1 1 was : 

1. Tlial. in tha afti'rnooa Marshal Koch shouhl preside over a committee 

comj)ose<l of |)oliti<-.al ami military representatives of the UriliRh, 
I'Veneh and Italian (Jovernnieiits top^lher with tlie chairmen of the 
(Joveriiin}' Ciommissions of Marienwerder, Allcnstein, llp|>er Silesia 
and 'I'eisehen, ami with the Allied representative at I)an/.i{?, in order 
to examines whether it wonld he. p<sssihlc to ensure the administration 
of the said tc'rritories with re<hice<l forces, in view of the temporary 
withdrawal of the llritish continpents. 

2. 'I'liat the Supreme, (lonmdl would meet at () j).m. to <‘xamim' the report 

of that committee. 

t). SttjNOR Nrm: Ihd'orc the in<;ctinp rises, I must make a statement witli 
. repanl to the Adriatic, (|uestiou. We ho|)c, for the sake of the peace 

<:f j,(' p’l, ,•<)„(. this enu'stiou will be setth-d as soon as possible. 

the A(hmtu' t , , , , , . ,i 

Uulorttmately, a .solution has not been rtsu hed up to the present. 

In those circumstances, 1 nutst make the followinp' statement: 

M,lis Majesty’s («ov<a‘nment, being tlesirous of reaeliinp, an ('(piitablc 
solntion of the Adriatic, (picstiou in the general inter«‘st, has made itro- 
posals and accepted eonuler-proposals extendiup, to tin- tittermost limit 
the coue.e.ssions eoinjialible with the vital interests of Italy. 

‘During the course of negotiations, the Allies have had occasion to 
obsem: the extent of the si>inl of eoncilialion and .sarrifice shown hy Italy. 

‘fn spite of diis, the <'frorts she has made to reach an agreement have 
constantly failed owing to tlic alrsolulely unc,ompromi.siug si)irlt <»f the 
Jugoslav as|)irulioiis. 

‘Clons(!<[ueutly, :ifter noting with regret the imixwsibility of reaching a 
conclusion, the Italian dclegatitm feels coinpellecl to declare th.it it con- 
siders ill! concessions made during the long negotiations as of no elfeet and 
null and void. 

‘In these circiimstanecs, the 'I’rcaty of bontlon of tpif, must btr carried 
into full eircet.’ 

M. Clx.KMENOKAtr: As rre.sidcnt of the Conference, 1 am ohligt'd to .say that 
this sccnas to me quite impossible under j)rcscnt e.ircnmstauees, inasinueli as 
it is at variance with procedure we have already adopted. 

In agreement with Signor Nitti, wc have reque~sted a reply fiom the Smhian 
Government:*" this reply has not yet reached us, owing to tlu^ iuterntfdion of 
tlic telegraph wires; it does not, tlicrcforc, seem possible for the Italitm 
Government to withdraw the concessions it Ints made without at the same 
time mjuring most seriously both itself and the conference. 'I’hc impossibility 
of an agreement cannot be stated until that becomes evident from the St'rbian 
reply. To postulate one now would tlirow upon you a heavy respon.sibility 
in the eyes of all Europe, owing to the c-onsecpiences which might be ojitailed 
by a rupture of the conference on tliis point. 1 am <-ertaiu to express the 
opinion of all the members of the council when 1 invite Signor Nitti to pndong 
his stay in Paris for a few hours, until the arrival of the S<‘rbian rei)Iy. 

See No. 72, minute a. 


942 



Mr. Lr.()Y» Gkor<'.k; I join in the appeal made by the President. Negotia- 
tions om'-e before rcac-lieid a point at which agreement seemed very probable. 
Then an incident occurnid which can.scd keen feeling on both sides. Signor 
Orlando decided U> leave for Rome;” M. Glcmcnceau and I besought him 
not to go; wc told him that, if he went to Rome, there would be popular 
niaiiilestations which would render it impo.ssible for him to accept concessions 
whii;h niighl oth<;rwi.s<^ have been po.ssiblc. I believe there were members of 
the Italian (l<;l<'gation who shared tills opinion. Nevertheless, Signor Orlando 
left: if lie had h^ft forty-five hours later with the solution of the affair in his 
pocket, all would be finished to-day. 

No doubt it is presumptuous of me to discuss what should be done with 
regard to the opinion of a foreign nation, but I cannot do otherwise than 
support what M. Cllemcneeau has just said. I do not think it reasonable for 
Signor Nitti to leave before being certain that the Serbs will not accept the 
propostul solution; that would merely be fanning the flames; imless other 
urgiuit reasons coint>el Signor Nitti to leave Paris this very evening, we beg 
him to (irolong his visit a little. 

M. liRRTimi.o-r: On Saturday** we were given to hope that we should have 
the rejily this afternoon. That assurance is rather doubtful, in view of the 
state of communications, but it is not the fault of the Serbs. 

Moniover, wc have received a telegram of the i6th January from our agent 
at Belgrade, according to which the President of the Serbian Counefl ac- 
cepted the proposed arrangement, save for two or three points; the opinion 

was conciliatory. . , 

SiONOR Nrrn: I think, Sir, there is a misunderstandmg. I did not say that 
I was leaving the conference because I was not in agreement with the SCTbs; 

I said quite clearly that I was returning to Italy for domestic re^ons. Smee 
6 o’clock this morning we have had a railway strike; a reduced service will 
run, but I think that my presence is necessary, ^iis movement is “f ^ 
interest to Italy; its bearing is more general, it is oidy begmnmg wth y; 
it is therefore to the interest of all the Allied countoes that a sofotion should 
be reached as soon as possible. I have no desire to break mth 
I have always considered the Jugoslav question with foe utmost irnpartiality 
and in quite^a friendly spirit, but we cannot «ceed foe liimts of foe conces- 
sions we have made. If I went beyond that, I sWd no longer be 
foe situation. If the Serbs approve of the conditions -which you yourselves 
at tte dispoi of the confeteoce but the uttahou not 

be prolonged, otherwise we shaU fall back upon foe provisions of foe Treaty 

°^M ”^S.EMENCEAu: The result of what you have just said is that for foe 
moment your note is nuU and void: they must accept or not accept, there is 

no middle course. 

following day. 

January 17, 1920* 
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Stonor NriTi: Wo havo n»a(l<‘. (ho last oouoossion wo cmu; if, wliilo awaiting 
a solutiojj, tho S(‘rl)s woiv to (juibhU' '0X<’US(^ this <‘.\j>rt\ssitin and prolong 
t:ho [)ros('nt sta(<‘ orihinij;'s, (ho r<‘snlt would lx* ?*(au*ral <Mnl)an'assni(Mi( for us, 
for thoniS(‘Iv<\s, and for th(‘ oonlonaioo. 

M. (loKMKNOKAU : In slant, th(‘ oonoc'ssions inad<' by Italy iwc still oprn? 

SuiNOK Nrm: ^’os. 

Mr. Lr.ovi) (iKoiUJK; We: havo alroady said (hat, if lu^’otiatioiis fail, wc 
will carry out tho 'Tn'aty <»!' Loudon, and w<' said it nt>t only to (In* Italian 
Pr<ani<*r, but also to M. 'rnnnbitoh and M. Pasiloh; oonsotpuaitly, tlu' StM'hs 
know porhx'tly w<‘ll what ar(^ the* int(aUions of l''rano<‘ and (insit Britain. 

M. (Ir.KMKNOKAu: Wo aro, in a;.poonn‘nt. 

(7//r mcvtitiii adjounu'd at /.//; pan.) 


Aoorndix a to No. yB 

Draft d'drtfjaai to Inrnch Amba.ssadoj\ \Vashinj[lon 

I l)o^> you to siihniit to the Ainoric'an ( ilovri nux'iU, on tin* pat ( i>l' the* I’catT 
( lonforouc'o, tho following tohy<»;rain: 

ovrrthrow of Admiral Kolohak and (ionoral Dcailkin has hnl (lu* Alliod 
(iovernmonts to again take up tlio Russian (|urstion, as it is now <‘\id(*nl that 
tlio attrmiit, sui)j)ort(\l up to tho prc:s(*nt tiino 1)\ tho Allios, to ovoilhrow (ho 
Bolshevik roginio by anli-BoIsh(‘vik foroos has drlinit('Iy I'aiirtl. 

*Aft<T attontivo oxainination tho Allios havo d<'oul(sl upon da* two tbllowing 
(‘onclusions : • 

'In the first place, after having h<sir<l tho r(*[)ros(‘ntati\ cs of tho Russian oo- 
ojxu'aUvo S()cioti<\s, whu’h ant Llui only organisations which Inivo survivotl tho 
Bolshevik olforts at destruction, and which havo a nuanborsluj) of *.’5 inllliou 
persons, they have cleeided to pcaauit the fret* oxohaiu’e of ilu' prodiu ts ncrossary 
for the Russian peasants, to be obtained in Allicxl oountri(\s, on ('ondition that 
grain, flax, skins, and other raw products to he found in Rn.s.sia bo roe(nv<’d in 
exchange. I’he Allies have lieeu advised by tho ropr('sonta(iv<\s of tin* Russian 
co-operative societies that last year's corn <T<)p in Southern Russia t*.slal)li.sh<xl 
a reoord, and that enormous quantities of food-stutls and otlua* raw products 
arc availaldc for exportation if lln^ necessary traiispf)rtali<>n fa(‘iliiIos can he 
obtained, and if merchandise oould be shiijped to Russia, in ox('hang,<‘ for which 
the peasants would Ire dispo.sed to surrender' tluMi* products, 'fln'st^ ibod-stulls 
arc absolutely necessary in Europe in order to imx^t tho a(mt<* loot! shorla/ctt whu'U 
is the principal encouragement to Bolshevism in the West, 'flu' Russian i‘ 0 - 
operative societies are also convinced that the most eni<'i(‘nt action whic'h oould 
be taken against the Bolsheviks is to put theses <'ommtM*oiaI (*x<‘hang;(‘s into 
operation. 'I'licse co-operativ(is point out that it is possihh* i<)r a (iovt'rmmajt 
in time of war to deprive the jiopulation of many of the <'{)nv<'nitai('os of life, hut 
that, on the other hand, as soon as the pi'essure of tlu:: state* of war t:(*as(‘s to he 
felt, the population will act on its Government in order that the sale of its 
products, and the purchase, in exchange, of clothing, sho<‘s, xuachiutu y, 
may be rendered possibh;. Now that the defeat of Kolchak and Denikin has 
robbed the Bolsheviks of the argument that they aro fightinf? for tlu* dofoiu e 
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of the revolution and the protection of peasant property, the pressure exercised 
by the Bolsheviks to end the state of war, restore normal conditions, and abandon 
the measures of repression which have no other justification than the state of 
war itself will be infinitely strengthened. In the opinion of the Allies the re- 
organisation of commerce is the best means of destroying the extremist forms 
of Bolshevism in Russia itself. 

‘The projected exchange of products wiU not involve any negotiations 
between the Allied Governments and the Government of the Soviets, nor the 
recognition of the Bolsheviks, nor the authorisation for Bolshevik representatives 
to enter the Allied countries. It will only imply a grant of facilities by which 


the co-operatives, which, for some time, have had organisations in the capitals 
of Europe, will be placed in a position to organise these exchanges of products 
with the Allied countries. This plan will naturally make it necessary for the 
co-operatives to secure the consent and the assistance of the Soviet authorities, 
especially in the matter of transportation, but, for the reasons which have 
already been presented, it is thought that internal pressure will be strong enough 
to compel them to give their assent. With reference to the preceding, the United 
States are not directly concerned, as they have never participated in the block- 
ade, and, in consequence, the Allied Governments do not doubt but what the 
Government of the United States will fully approve this decision. 

‘The second conclusion reached by the Allied Governments is that they must 
declare themselves as having arrived at an agreement, in so far as the future is 
concerned, by which they will observe a policy of non-intervention in affairs 
within the boundaries of Russia, but that they have recognised the independence 
of the neighbouring States, to the list of which has just been added Greorgi^ 
Azerbaijan and Armenia, and that in the eventuality that the Bolsheviks would 
refuse to make peace with these States, and would attempt to infimge on the 
independence of the said communities by force, the Allies would accord these 
Slates the fullest support in their power. The Allied (^ve^ente ^e very 
desirous of knowing whether the Government of the Umted States is disposed 
to concur in this policy.’ 


No. 79 

I.C.P. 23.] Notes of a Meeting held in M. Pichon’s Rx)om, Qmi d Orsay, 

Paris, on Tuesday, January 20, 1920, at 6.30 

Present: U.S.A.: The Hon. Hugh WaUace; secretaries, Mr. Harrison, Captain 

The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Mister, "ii^e 
Right Hon. the Earl Gurzon of Kedleston, Secret^ of State for 
Foreign Affairs; secretaries. Sir M. Hankey, Mr. LeepCT. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. MiUerand; secretaries, M. Dutasta, 

M. Berthelot, M. Massigli. ^ u **■ 

Jtdy: Signor Nitti; secretary. Signor Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

. TW. document it printed in Pefm UmuiSU^: tte 

Paris Peace Conference, igrg, vol. ix, p. 9291. 
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'riu' followiiit( wt*rr also pn^scut for it<n»is in which they wen* ( 

Britain: Ki<*Ul-M;irsli;il Wilson, Mr. Wise. 
l^'rantr: M. (Jiunbon, M;n\shal Koch, (icixTal Wi^yt^aiid, (IciuTal Le 
Kond, M. Larocln*, M. I{f‘nnilt<\ 

llalv: Sit’Mor dr Martino, (innTal Cbvallcro, \'ic(‘-A{hniiaI ( b'assi, 
(loloiu*! Clastoltli, Manjuis (U'lLi d’orrt*lta, 

Japan: M. Sawada. 
iNTKRruKTKK: IVofcssor Manloux. 

I. (ii’.NKRAn WKYCrANO read lh<‘ rrixni pn'parcd by the (’onuuittc't^ charged 
with <‘x;unining an<‘W the. sitiiati()n as regarthxl tin* troops to 
Ix' sent to ])l(d)iseite areas (see Appeaulix A). 
til (Ilkmknckau: I suggest that th<* Ix^sl cours<* would 

probably b<^ to examine: eaeh article oftln^ r('[>orl in Inrn, 

If I understood M. B<*rthcdot aright, he explaiiuxl to us this morning that 
at '1 esclum tlu' plel)iscit<' would b<^ (eriuinated within ihrtx* inonlhs an<l that 
we miglu then send to Upi)ev Silesia the two battalions, one Kn-nch and oiu'. 
Italian, pnwided for 'resclum. Would this not lu* a first satislaetion? 

Mausuai. Koon: Yes, in three mouths. 

M. (It.KMRNCKAo: M. Ihullu^lot also told us at tin* same tinit* that dining 
the nt'xt three months, and also becaust^ the: plebisc ite was still ratlua* I'ar off, 
there would perhaps be no ncuxl to reinforce the troops in Sih'sia at hxist, 
not as inueb as eontemplaled. 

M. BKKTURt.O'r: I still think that the greal<*st need for troops will prescMit 
itself in the period when tlie plebiscite*, takes place*, in order to pr(*v<*nl any 
])ressure by the (lermaus. As a matter of fact, (J(ui<*ral L<* Rond is more 
competent (ban I to reply on that point, as he is president of the (Jovernmemt 
Clommission, and will thus hav<‘. all responsibility on the spot, 

(Jknkrai. Lk Rond: From the informatiou at hand eoiu erning the* (iennau 
oecupatiou, the CJormau forces have varied from (io,oi)o to 100,000 men. At 
the present time the occupation is maintained by ;^f),ooo men, all the reduc- 
tions we demanded having been made. ’The plan of oec*upatiou of these 
3 j),ooo men corresponds with the holding of [)oints which it is ne<‘(\ssary to 
occupy with troops. By reducing the number of troops whu*h are indispens- 
able in order to hold all these points, we arrivixl at llit* (piota of British, 
Italian and French troops contemplated, whih* taking into at*eount the 
deduction that wo had to make of four British battalions it w^as originally 
intended to send. Should, however, the three British battalions be in, default, 
wc shall not be able to occupy all the principal industrial centres, railroad 
crossings and cities which it is indispensable to Iiolcl. 

From the political standpoint, ijccording to information which wx* re(‘(*ivcd 
yesterday, the Germans wish to be ready for any emergency. Bui I do ju)t 
know whether they will try to rise now or later. At any rate, tliey have pre- 
pared to take advantage of the first opportunity offered, and th<,:y will find 
it in the reduction of our forces. Therefore, from the rtulitary, as well as from 
the political, standpoint, a reduction of Allied trooi)s in ll[)per Silesia is 
rather dangerous. I would add that the Germans have aln*ady l<*:arut, in 

946 



the course of negotiations which took place between the 20th December and 
the loth January,^ the number of troops contemplated; any reduction of 
these numbers wiE therefore have certain repercussions in Upper Silesia. 

My colleagues on the commission have left, one for London, the other for 
Rome. I am now alone to represent them here, but I believe I can speak in 
their name and say that they consider, as I do, that it is advisable to maintain 
the number of troops provided for. 

Mr. Lloyd George : It is obviously very unfortunate that the first time a 
matter of execution of the treaty occurs we should be forced to abstain. I 
need not explain here why we are obliged to act as we are doing.^ 

This being said, we believe that we shaU be able to satisfy the proposals of 
Marshal Foch concerning the first point; we could send small naval forces to 
Memcl and Danzig; I do not think that would offer any difficulty. 

On the other hand, after a conversation on the subject wth my Chief of 
Staff, I have arrived at the conclusion that it might be possible for Great 
Britain, by a special effort, to send two battalions into Germany; that will 
always help the situation a little. 

M. Glemenceau: That would make three battalions, counting the one 
which has already left. 

Mr. Lloyd George : Quite so. If it is difficult to find troops to occupy and 
garrison those plebiscite areas, it would be well first of all to look to the most 

important areas. . r- i. .• 

I feel with General Le Rond that the most important pomt for the tune 

being is Upper Silesia. We are going to have difficulties there not only firom 
the Germans, but also, I beUeve, firom the Poles, whose feelings are rmmmg 
very high — an observation which only tends to strengthen General Le Rond s 


^ ^n the other hand, there does not seem to be the same necessity for occupy- 
ing the areas of AUenstein and Marienwerder; those are qmet districts, 
occupied by an agricultural population, and there will be no need there of 
strong measures to maintain order. I wiU even add ffiat th^e temtonra are 
principally German, and I have never very well understood the necessity of 

^°TrsumSSe?mJ^Pposal is as follows: Great Britain will &mish naval 
forces asked for at Memel and Danzig; she will 

infantry for the occupation of the plebisate areas, thus raising the number of 

battalSns from one to three. Lastly, should the Affixes find 

occupy all of these territories, they will abstain in the cases of AUenstem and 

occupy them? 

* For these negotiations see Chap. I. 

3 See No. 78, note 9. 
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Mr. Li.t>Y,i) (iKoucJK: Why wni Ih^ satislind, iusitsul orsnaliuii; a haUalion 
to All<Mist('iu and aiiothrr <<» Maiiniwrrdrr, with stnuliin; lo those districts 
an Allied coniniissioii? 

MM<snAL Kc>c;u: hatlu'r w<‘ must the treaty or say that we do not 

intend t(» carry out its ((m ius. Hut in orch'r to (‘arry out the o<*('n|)atit»n it is not 
j>ossiI)I<* to draw upon tlie oth<‘r (hdaehnnmts wlueh ai'<* already insutli<ncut. 

Yesterday (Jreat Britain \vi(hdn‘vv iiearly all of her <a)ntriI)ntioa in troops 
to this \vhol(' task oroe< uj)atiou ; (o-day sin* j*iv{‘s \rs two battalions, niakiug 
tbr(;e in all, and then ((‘11s us to do tin* Ix'st w(‘ (‘an. I am willing, but 

whta) I m(‘t tin': presidcaits of tlu^ eoiumissions, thes<‘ (hx lared tliat of (h{‘ nine. 
l)a(lalu)us promisc‘d Init not foiilnoming’, six would have* to be found. Of 
these six, lau'e Iluai an* two; W(^ have, llx'refoir, still to find four. I will ask 
whetlna* Italy and Iwaiire can llu‘inse:Iv(\s liiruish tln^se four battalions. 

M. (li.KMKN<ao\u: W<* W(u‘e lu^arly agnted tins morninj; make a gn^at 
banporary (^llbrt for two battalions; I will now ask Sif,>noi' NittI to be f^ood 
enougii also to give us two, I cannot l)el5<W('. (Iiat Italy do('S not ree(»gnus<* the 
iK'.eessity of this effort and that she is iuial)le to hatd us two lliousand unau 
la this way the: (piestion would be solved, or v<ay mairly. 

Mr, la.ovo (ir.oRov:: d’h<‘ tr<‘aly do(\s not stale that th(‘ districts of Alhai- 
slein and Maritaiwerdca' should be (xampied by troops. A <‘ommission must 
lake poss(^ssion of tluati, support<xl, ifoceasion (hanatul, by detac'Iuuents, 
(iKUKRAL WKY(iANi): 'The treaty ehairly state's for Marienwerdea' tluil 
the eoinmission shall be supporUal by troops if it is thought iH‘e<\ssary; hut 
tlmre has certainly Ixuai an ov'ersight in th<‘ ease: of Alhaisttan ; tluae is no 
(ju<\slion of troops. But the Su[)reme (lonneil itse-lfhas deaaded that wlxa’e, 
niuhu' the provisions oftlu^ tn^aiy, (Jerman sovtavignty in those terrilorh'S 
disappears and a eonuuission takes over the g*ov<aanu<ad, Hit' latU'r should be 
supported by troops,'^ it had been naturally thought that on<' could not st'ud 
AIIukI commissions into those territories without liaving tlxan at'coitipanied 
by contiugcuts for the tnaiulenancc of order. Othtawisc^ Ihest' comniissions 
would have to ndy on (jcrmau troops. 

M. Gijcmkngkau: Ibc remark just made by (Jcueral Weygand seems to me 
very important. We cannot send an Allied commission to those' tcrritorie's 
and allow it to depend on German troops to maiulain order. 

I must then ask Signor Nitti to be good enough to accede to my reaju(\st. 
Great Britain has great need of her troops for treasons wet know; she is giving 
two battalions; so arc we, although wc also ant eonlVonted with extremet 
diflicultics. I ask Italy then to furnish two battalions alsex 

Signor Nitti: We have before ns a general qxu'slion and a speeual ontt. 
From the general point of view, I believe it is necessary that all th<‘ Kntefita 
countries should be represented in the occupation of the i)Utbiscit(t territoriets, 
were it only for the moral cJOTcct. On the special question of' ftaliau partieii)a- 
tion, before I can accede to M. Glcmenccauks request I must ask him to wait 
until I have returned to Italy and studied the circctive.s at niy disposal. 

I would also point out that wc have promised to send five l)attaUons, and 

^ See No. 48, minute 3, 
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that an Italian contains more men than an Allied battalion. If I am then 
able to make an effort, you may be convinced that I will do so, but I would 
beg of you to wait. 

M. Glemenceau: When does Signor Nitti think he can give us a reply? 

Signor Nm'i: Friday,® probably. 

M. Glemenceau: What is Marshal Foch’s opinion? 

Marsiiai. Foch: I conclude that we have not got the number of men to 
have the treaty executed. We are not meeting our obligations. I would ask 
Signor Nitti whether he maintains the reservation made by Signor de 
Martino by reason of Italy’s situation? 

Signor Nrri'i : I have just promised to reply next Friday. 

Marsh A i, Focii: Even concerning the battalions on which the agreement 
has been arrived at? 

Skjnor Nrra; We are agreed on the five battalions which have been 
promised; I am only speaking of the two additional battalions which we have 
been asked for. 

Marsh AI. Focii: When shall we have the British battalions? 

Sir Henry Wilson : We shall agree on that. 

M. CJlemenceau: Is this solution satisfactory? 

Marshal Foch: Practically, on condition that, the hopes which have just 
been expressed shall be realised. 

M. Ci.EMHNCEAu: We shall keep our word; so will Great Britain; and we 
hope we shall have a formal promise from Italy on Friday. 

It was decided: 

1 . That Great Britain should furnish, in order to occupy the plebiscite 

areas, two battalions besides one battalion intended for the oecupa* 
tion of Schleswig; also that she should send sufficient naval forces to 
Danzig and Memel. 

2. In order to replace the seven other British battalions originally provided 

for, France should famish two additional battalions, and Italy would 
make every effort to furnish two battalions. 

3. That the distribution of these battalions in the areas to be occupied 

should be made by the Inter-Allied Military Commission, presided 
over by Marshal Foch. 


2. Marshal Foch: I wish to call the attention of the council to Baron von 
Lersner’s note dated the igth January, 1920 (see Appen- 
Fmctiming of De- of the German delegation declares that 

limitation Commissions Government throws on the Allies all responsibility for 
the damage which may follow any delay to take place in the transfer of AUieid 
troops. Any modification in the dispositions already taken would involve 
our responsibility. 

M. Glemenceau: Are you of the opinion that we should take this respon- 
sibility? If we have troops there, we are responsible. 

Marshal Foch: Yes, if those troops are there. 


s January 23, 1920. 
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(■iKNKRAi* \Vkv(;ani> th(‘u rt'acl the draft n^jdy [)rri)art*d by iiim as con- 
tained in Appendix <1. 

Mr. f.Lovi) (Jk()i«;k: 1 approve the draft. 

Si(iNc)R Nrrn: I a^^reo. 
ll was (leei<led: 

That the presi(ienl of llie IVact' tlontVreucc shotild srud lo llir head of 
the (b*rman <lelegation tlu‘ letter contained in Aj>|)<*ndix (1 in rejd\ to \m 
note of the l<)lh .lamiarv, 

*]. M, Bkkthklot smninarised lh(‘ reply iniule by llu' <l('I('f»,ati(>n of tin* Serh- 

( Iroat-Sloveriu" Kingdom to tlu^ proposals (l(Tiv<‘n'<l on the 
Ai/mhc Oju'Aiion , , mm * . • i 

I. l.tli January, i<)'->o. I he t(‘xt ol this rc^ph is eontaiiKxl m 

Ap[)cn(lix 1)/' 

SiCiNOtt Nrr'ri: 1 have* only n simple (hx'laration to rnak<‘. 

As I hav(‘ aln‘a(ly stated, I am oblipc'd to leavc^ Paris lo-niyjit. As a mailer 
of fact, I wish it to b<" ol<xirly understood that my d(‘pavtur(‘ Ix'ars no rt'laliou 
wha.lsoev<n' to tlie distaission of tlie Adriatic prol>ltnn; it is a (pu^stiou <ifa 
domestic. nuUin^ whitdt ol)li^(\s me to r<‘tm*n to Italy as soon as possible. 

I liavtt, howevta*, nothiiijii; t() add to what I hav<- said. \V(' liav<‘ ma<l<‘ every 
elibrt of whieh we wen' capable. I must thank M. ( Ihamaua'an and Mr. 
Lloyd Cicortije; for the. goodwill tlu'v have shown in such a didu nil <|uestion, 
in th<‘ir lilfort to find a solution neeessarily so (‘omplex, <ine satlslaetory In 
cv(iryou(% and espt'cially one; a,ble to .safeguard the [xau'e^ ol‘ Fairo[X'. 

I wish to slate (luile sinc(‘r('Iy tliat I havi' dou(‘ all in my pow(*r; I have 
given up everything I ('ould in ord(;r to lind a solution aet c'ptalih* to Jugo- 
slavs and Jlaluins. J’he compromise which wt; had arrivt'd at <lid not s<'eiu 
to satisfy eitluT the on<' or tht; other; for 1 must. t‘('p<'al it I liavt' always 
regarded the Jugoslavs wath a friendly feeling and I have lakcni into aeeount 
the excited feelings of a people still in its political youth. 

But having said so much, I can miike no further (;onc('ssion of any single 
point ill the conditions upon wliich we have agnxal here; it would lx- im- 
possilde for me to defend further concessions in Italy. 

I think it useless to enter into the dttlail of the Serbian re[)ly; wt'rc' I to do 
it, I should have to show the impossibility of separating th<; eity from tlu; 
commune of Zara; I should have to empluisise that the S<‘rbiau n'ply is a 
blunt refusal of any desire which the City of Zara ilstdf might (‘xprt*ss to lx; 
represented diplomatically by a nation of its own cluxjsing on the Leagiu; of 
Nations — a conception which, to iny mind, is still vtay ha/y. 

I therefore must emphasize what I said this morning: all iIk': eoiu’cssions 
which we granted in the Pact of London had a single aim, i.e,, to liiul a 
solution acceptable by everyone. We are, however, not phxlgt'd, and 1 cannot 

^ Not printed. I his appendix contained an Kugllsh iniusUition ol* tlu* Yugoslav iu>te ijf 
January 20, 1920, the French text of which Is 3>rinted as docuiixMjt R in ( IukI. Amx'xtMl 
to this appendix as supplements were copies of Yugoslav notes of June vi, 1919, and January 
8, respecting Yugoslav claims to elements of the former Austro-Hungariaii fltH5t; 

these notes are printed in Papers relatinj; to the Foreitin Relations of the United States: the Pat is 
Peace Conference, xQig, vol. ix, pp. 947-51. 
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myself accept anything I could not justify before the Italian Parliament. If 
tlu; Jugoslavs accept our proposals, we shall agree; if they wish to have them 
modified, we cannot consent. 

I also wish to be excused if after my departure I am unable to be repre- 
sented here by our Minister for Foreign Affairs, Signor Scialoja. In case of 
need. Signor dc Martino will be at the disposal of the conference. 

M. Ch.KMRNCKAu: Could we not now let the representatives of the Serb- 
Crf)ul-Slovencs come in, and, if we are agreed, tdl them that we maintain 
our former jiiroposals? Each question can doubtless be discussed by itself, 
but that is not how the problem stands before us. There is a Pact of London, 
to wliieh England and France wish to remain faithful. We have already told 
M. Pasitch and M. Trumbitch that they must choose between the com- 
promis<; wc have just outlined and the Pact of London. We can only repeat 
it on(-e more and demand a reply, either ‘Yes’ or ‘No’. 

Mr. Li/)Yn George: As our Italian colleague, Signor Nitti, must return 
to I taly, allow me to interrupt for a moment the proceedings in order to 
express rny very deep and grateful thanks to M. Clemenceau for the way he 
has presided over our discussions. I have sat on this conference for months; 
Signor Nitti and Mr. Wallace have participated in its proceedings for a 
shorter time; if those who had preeeded them were present, I feel certain that 
they would join in the homage that I would render to our president. 

It will be the great honour of my life to have taken part in the work of this 
conference, which has been presided over in such a wonderful way by a 
statesman so eminent as M, Clemenceau. He knows with what deep feelings 
of esteem and admiration he is regarded by my whole country, and I have 
greater regret than I can express at the thought that he will no longer be 
present with us in future. I wish the following declaration to be placed on 
record in the minutes : — 


‘Mindful of the inestimable services which M. Clemenceau, as president 
for more than one year of the Supreme Council of the Peace Conference, 
has rendered to the cause of peace, and grateful to the dignity, impartiality 
and sagacity with which he has conducted our proceeding, we, his col- 
leagues, desire to convey to M. Clemenceau the expression of our xm- 
alterable esteem, and our hope that in a tranquil retirement he may hve 
to see the fruits of his incomparable labours for the glory of France and the 
revived prosperity of the world.’ 


Mr Wallace: Mr. President: It is a matter of deep regret for me to 
realise that we shall no longer have the benefit of your great wisdom and 
incomparable humour. It has been a great privilege for me to know you and 
therefore to love you. President Wilson spoke to me many times about lus 
deep attachment to you and his admiration for your transcendent abilities 
On behalf of the American Government and myself I wish you a long 

^^SiwoR Nitti: I wish to associate myself with the sentimente so nobly 
expressed by Messrs. Lloyd George and Wallace. We have likewise admire 
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the transtviuh'ut. ciuiiHly of’yonr mind, and /»iand(mr <>!' ynnr stailimouts. 
We shall always renu'mlxa* all that ytm have don<‘ for th<^ faust^ *>rhunianjtv 
and Tor tlie Entniti\ and \\<' shall always hold you m i 1 h‘ kindest remembnnuT, 

M. Ma'I'soi: Allow me, Mr. Prc‘si<h‘ut, to achl a IHv words in the name of 
tlu' Jai)an('se d<‘l(\{*ation. 

If tint h<^ad ofour d<'l('Kalion, Marquis Saioijji, wen' still in Paris, \\t\ would 
luivr: Ix^cai the (irst to ('X|)r<\ss his (lianks ami (eeliiu^s ofth^e]) <*.st(*(‘m. In his 
a,I)seiK’t% I am hapi)y to jf)in the (Hstin{»uished n'j)r<‘sentativ<'s of the Allied 
and Assoeiate<l (Jovta'inneuts in <‘X})ressinf; to >ou the' eonlial feeliin»s of the, 
Japam'sc' pi'oplc'. 

M. Mn.LKUANn: In tlu' name of the mwv ( labim't, I am ha[)py to thank the 
r<'pr('sentativ<'s of (In' (in^at P(nvc'rs, and partitailarly Mr. hhtyd (h'on^e, lor 
tlu' homat’x^ which (11(7 liavc' just rendered It) the man who for ovta* a ytxir 
has r(‘i)n‘S<'nt<xl the h'reiu'h Rt'pnhlie at llit* P(*ae<' ( It uderem (' in flu* worthy 
way you havt' just reealhxl. Krant'e will he proll)undIv toueluxl hy this 
homaj^e. whieli lu'r Allies have spontaneously reudenxi and w hit'll honours 
tluun as mueh as the man to whom it is atldr<*ssetl. 

M, (It.UMKNOKAu: (haitlenu'u, when p<'0])le are leavinj* (*aeh oth<M\ it is 
usual ('ourt<\sy r(X[uir<‘S it. to exeliani];'e IVit'ndly wt>rds. I should like to 
l)tdiev<^ that in the pi'aises, ('ertainly extravai>‘ant, which yon havt* htxm kind 
euoUf»h to oiler me', tluu'e is a little more than the eonrtt'sy ol' eustoin. I 
should he happy if' tlu're: remained IxMweeu us the det'p (eelinr, that the 
allianot'. of our countries ought indeed to inspire. If I have* sut'ceeded in 
letting enter our hearts some of those Ix'autifnl (eelinj>s that you have been 
so kind as to exi)ress, it is ele-ar tliat it is my country and your eountri<*s tIuU 
arc going to reap th<' benefit ofour understanding, 

We have all tried liere to eoniimie the work ofour nobh' s()ldi<*rs. 'flie 
supreme ev<ait of the world has l)een the miexpeett'dness, the immensity of 
this war, suddenly t<n'ininat<xl at a moment wlu'ii we beli(‘V(xI tliat an ellbrt 
of many months would still be necessary, and wt' arrivtxl somewhat 
disconcerted sometimes, by the gravity of the problems pn'seutcul and the 
difficulty of solving them. In fighting an enemy, all are mxx^ssarily in agr<x> 
ment; each gives his life gladly for the gnuU caxise of his fatlunlamh but it is 
by no means necessarily the same when the victors meet to ealtailate and 
realise the fruits of victory, to arrange what belongs to t^at'h, not tlu' honour, 
which is each one’s share, for, were it a matter of honour, that has b<‘en 
shared in such quantity by our soldiers in tliat mighty batth^ that it is not 
ourselves who can increase it. 

And yet we have tried to accomplish that difficult (ask. In r<*alily, I might 
say that I have never presided over your mcelings. 'f Iu*.y hav(* not really heiMi 
presided over. Wc have exchanged ideas, we have lutver, properly spt^aking, 
had dilEcultics in our discussions, and the president has mwer had to ex(*reise 
his powers. Wc have been friends entrusted with a groat duty to make (he 
peace, to conclude a peace stable in the first inslauett lietw^t'en ours<dves, 
while increasing the chances of peace for humanity. 

Mr. Lloyd George, who so kindly took the initiative in this tribute, must 
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have smiled on rccalluig the great fights that we have sometimes waged. 
Ho said, when m the adjoining room he proposed me for the presidency* 

We h:ivc (mjght each other vigorously already.’ Then he added: We are 
both of xis Celts and yet we have not controlled our expressions ’ That is 
quite true and wc have continued like that. 

We have all of us uncompromisingly defended what we beUeved to be the 
interests of our countries; but I think we can say that with Mr. Lloyd Geome 
as with all of us. W have never lost sight of the necessity of a common 
undetstanding. I tliink, too, that we are at one to-day in affirming that if the 
partiiiUlai int(.ii.sts of each nationahty must be husbanded and respected, 
there yet cannot be a peaceful Europe unless the rights of all are recognised. 
Wc have put above all the need of the Entente. If Great Britain, the United 
Stiiles, Italy, Japan, France, remain united, we have there a guarantee of 
peace worth more than all those than [that] can be written on paper. If one 
(lay those nations were to become disunited, I dare not tfiinlf vvhat mis- 
fortunes might result. 

Sometimes, in the course of our discussions, I have been accused of having 
made too m;my concessions. The same charge has been levelled at the other 
heads of Governments. That is a question that may usefully be discussed in 
the days to come, but at a time when the verdict will hardly interest me more. 
Yet my conscience is easy, I am sure that yours is, too; in the expression of 
our opinions, as in the decisions we have taken, we have been guided by one 
sole piiriciplc. The nations that have spiUed so much of their blood deserved 
first of all national satisfaction; but thereafter it was necessary to harmonise 
all the national satisfactions so that there should result a great common peace 
to all. 

Gcnticmen, I do not wish to speak longer. From the bottom of my heart I 
am grateful to each of you for the feelings of kind sympathy expressed. In his 
mind’s eye Mr. Lloyd George sees me in a retirement which indeed begins to- 
day; he expresses the hope that I shall yet see oiur labours bear aU their fiaiit. 
He may at least be certain that I shall never take my eyes off the peace we 
arc now concluding and that I shall continue to follow its progress ; till my 
last breath I shall endeavour, with my earnest desires at least, to contribute 
to the fuU extent of my powers to the solidarity of that peace. If certain 
elements of discord should unhappily arise between us, how terrible it [ ? would] 
be to think that the finest blood of the civilised world — the blood of our soldiers 
— had been shed in vain for hopes not to be realised. 

I cannot believe in such a catastrophe; I know well the feelings that inspire 
my friend M. Millerand. He is convinced, as I am, that an alliance, a lasting 
entente, must be maintained between the peoples represented here. That is 
the feeling that I have found in Mr. Lloyd George, Mr. Wallace, Signor 
Nitti, Mr. Matsui and the feeling which animates all of us, animates him, too. 
That I can vouch for, and it is essential that you, too, now that we are 
separating, should be convinced of it. 

For myself, I shall ever cherish among my most precious memories the 
’’ The punctuation here is evidently incorrect. 
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remembrance of those friciully eonversalimis, sonu^liines stormy, by which 
we have carried on the eHort of ^h<^ preat war. We hav«'. learnt to know each 
other, to love each oth<‘r. 'I’his frate.rnal fimnidship most be passcul on 
from the sbitesincn to tiie. people tlieinselves. ta-t me oir<>r yon all the 
sincere wishes from th<^ bottom of my heart for the prosperity of (heal 
Britain, the United StJites, Italy and Japan, bet ns wisii for the: work to 
which we have given th<; best of onrseIv(;s tliat the results ahx'ady obtained 
and those the fntun; will bring, will lx; sneh that the jx^oph's will feel for all 
of ns without distinction, a gratitmle which, in that happy event, we shall 
have well deserved, (ientleinen, I thank you once again from the bottom of 
my heart. 

('I’he Italian repres<mtativ<t witlulrew.) 

(MM. rasitch ;md Trumbiteli then <';n(ere.d the room.) 

M. ( Ir.F.MKNOKAn : CJenthanen, the mendxMS t»f tln^ eonneil h:iv(* read the 
reply which you have .submitted; the eonneil is ol‘ opinion that <liscn,ssi<in of 
the, dilferent jioints yon raise is hein-eforth nseh'ss. 

As far as 1 tun pensonally concerned, 1 fe(;l that youi' tln'sis can be justified 
theoretically and logically on many points; but tin* cpicstion does nut thus 
present itself at this time. 'I’liis Adriatic, (juestiou hasbiam pemlin;'; for months, 
nearly years; it must be settled. As you know', w<^ Iia\e for a year tried all 
.sorts of plans without being :d)l<‘ to solve it ainl reach an agreennnit. 

Allow me at this point to tell you that yotir protests anivi'd a little late, for 
during all the time we di.se.us.scd with the, Italians we have had madi' known 
to us no Jugoslav eounter-proposals. 

Wo first disoxussed the subject with PresuUmt Wilson. Mr. bloyd (h'urge 
and myself sent him :i memorandum proposing our solutions; that did not 
have any better success. We tlnru tried a way whieli <-onsists in bringing 
together the. two parties by ))roi)osals aeeeptablit by all. 

Iftlic question be examined separately, your tlntory, as 1 stiid hefort*, might 
very easily be defended; but we looked at the qiutstion from anotluT point of 
view. A great war breaks out; a Jugoslav State, Serliia, lights by our side 
and reaps a harvest of glory and honour which history will not deny to it; 
but, on the other side, wc find the Jugoslavs kcjit in the ranks of tin* Aust rians 
fighting against us until the very linst minut(\ Of emir.se, some divisions 
fought in our ranks when it became possible to organise them from amongst 
the prisoners wc had taken, but these men were only madit prisoiu^rs hi'i'ansi; 
they had fought against the Entente. 

The situation must be faced courageously, and we must si'.c, what, under 
these circumstances, it is possible for you to obtain. 

I tell you in a friendly spirit, but firmly, that you must t:hoo,se bi'tweeu the 
present proposals we arc making — 1 say ‘wt^’, bec.au.s(^ it is not Italy which is 
offering them but the Entente —ixnd the application of the l*ae.t of bonclon, 
the execution of which has already been claimed this morning by Signor 
Nitti. The signatures of France and Great Britain appear at the foot of this 
treaty. Mr. Lloyd George and I have declared that we could not re.piulialc 
it. You must therefore realise the attitude you have obliged us to adopt. 
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r have the honoxir --much as I regret it— to say this to you: You must 
choose between the proposals made to you by France and Great Britain, and 
the application of ihc Pact of London on the Adriatic coast. We desire an 
an.swer to tins qu<\stion. Itiily has arrived at a point where it is impossible 
for us to start new discussions. We therefore turn to you. If you do not wish 
to accei)t the gi-eat advantages which are offered you, Signor Nitti has 
announced that he would immediately ask for the execution of the Pact of 
London. Ntuther Mr. Lloyd George nor myself will be able to refuse. 

M. 1^^.SITC!I^: We have received from our Government the reply which we 
have e.oinnuinicated to the Supreme Council; our Government gave us per- 
mission to nuik<5 the concessions shown in that reply, but it has also given us 
the order not to go further; we are not authorised to make other concessions 
tluui those mentioned in the reply of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation. 

M . (Ir.KMUNOKAu: If that is the final reply of your Government, we then 
know wlnit nunains for us to do. If, on the contrary, it can yet be modified, 
do you intend to ask it of your Government? 

M. pAsrren: Wc arc ready to ask our Government immediately for 
another reply. 

M. Gi.kmknckau: When can we expect to receive it? 

M. l*Asri'(ur: Wc shall get in communication with our Government this 
very evening, an<l wc hope to get the reply within three days. 

M. Ch.KMKNGKAu: Lct us say one extra day, and that we shall have a final 
r<q)ly within four days. 

Mr. Lt.oyd George: Make it quite clear to your Government that the 
only question before it is whether it accepts our proposals. It must either 
accept or refuse. If it accepts, as I am leaving for London, there will be no 
need for the conference to meet further to discuss the Adriatic question; if 
it docs not accept, our representatives here will take note of this refusal and 
the Pact of London will then be applied. 

M. Trumbitch: We shall ask our Government to reply by Wes’ or ‘No*. 

•M. Glemenceau: Exactly. 

M. Trumbitch: You have just said, Mr. President, that we came at the 
last minute to state our claims — 

M. Glemenceau : That was not meant as a reproach. 

M. Trumbitch: We were only asked once to appear before the Supreme 
Council, in February. We submitted the question as it appeared at the time, 
and communicated a memorandum containing our whole programme. 

M. Glemenceau: I am not trying to reproach you. I simply v^h to 
explain to you our embarrassment. I beg of you to beUeve in the umversal 
sympathy which you find here. 

M. Trumbitch: I thank you. _ 

M. Glemenceau: A new State has been created; we want it to live m e 
glory which the Serbian army has won for it; we would like to give it better 
conditions. But everyone must maie concessions. France ^o has not ob- 
tained all the satisfaction she desired. Other countries m the Ent^ we m 
the same position. I therefore beg of you to make a sacrifice, as we have done. 
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to necessity; that saonficc will tu^ amply repaid by tiu' sympalhrti(' lVi<auIsIiip 
and the gcuerous aid which will b(^ giv<m you l)y I he Kntnifv, 

('riic im^eting then adjouriuHl.) 

AeeKNDix A to No, yp 

Report on Situation as regards 7 roops to he sent to Rlehiscite Jreas 

The commission appoiiiled l)y the Su])rem(‘ tlouneil to ;i|‘;aiu (‘xaininc the 
situation of the troops to 1)(‘ sent to th<* ()Iel)isrito rountrir's, uifM at .| p.m., under 
lh(^ presidency of Marslial Koch. 

'liic ('ommissiou, aflcT havin/^ In^anl the ehi(‘ls ofllu' (l(‘J<v*;ilions oftho various 
(Jovernmenls, and the [u-esidtMits ofthr ('omiuissions or tli(*ir i*(‘i>r<'s<'n(;tli\(‘s, sub- 
mits to the Supnane (louneil th<‘ l<>lIo\vin‘* decisions: 

( ffper Silesia. No reduction is possilde. ( lonstapienlly, il is nc'cessary to send 
three battalions to replace tlie three Britisli battalions. 

desrhen. 'The troops ofoc'cujrition ('annot Ix' i‘(‘diu'(*d, ( !on.sr(|u<'n(ly, no lroo[)s 
can he tak(‘n from that rep, ion to replace' tlu' ahstait battalions. 

Dan,Jg. AllIioup;h Mr. d'owcj-^ (h'clared that h<' could iidlil his mission at 
Danzip; ^^'hh only on<* battalion, if n('(‘c\ssary, it s<'cni(’d to tlu* military 
mc'inbcrs of the commission (juit<‘ impossil^h' to assun* tlx' o('< npation of a 
<'ily and port <if such importance with .so small a [i)vcv, ( lonst'qucnlly, it is 
ueeeSvSary that the two missiufi^ KaiplisU hattalions ht' n'pLu ed by om* bat- 
talion at least. Moreover, it would b<‘ pnuhmt to liav(' an I'ajpJish naval force 
participate in the occupation of Daitzig, in ord('r to rc'ln(br(<' it and a.ssert 
its Int(T-AUied cliaracier. 

Marimwerder , — remaining ludian l)aUalion will he .snllicicnt. provided it 
is coniph'ted by a .small detacliinetil of another nation, .so as to assert the 
lntcr-AlU<‘d character of the occupation, 

AlUmidn . — ^'fwo battalions are nt'cessary to replace. th<‘ ihrt'e mlssittp; I'atglish 
battalions. 

MernoL- The remaining ]o*c:nch l)altalion will h<‘. sullicicmt, {>r<)vuh'tl il is 
reinforced by a small British naval force, under the* satne ('oiuiitions anti for 
the sanu5 reasons as apply to Danzig. In shm't, tlut eoimnission <‘sl(nuns that 
a minimum of six new battalions in lieu of the nint'. IhigU'^h battalions originally 
provided for, and two detachments of naval fort'cs at Memcl and Danzig, 
should be assigned to the occupation of the plebiscite l<*rritorics, width t'on- 
vSlitutcs the first material demonstration of tin: exeentiozi of ih<' treaty. 

N.B. — ^All these calculations arc based on the supposition that the Italian 
contingents will not be modified. However, the Italian iltd('gat(% Signor de 
Martino, has made reservations on this subject, on aeeount of the sit n;i lion in Italy. 

Afvenpix B to No, 79 
Baron von Lersner to M. Clemenceau 

OKUMAN DKLKGATioN, PAuis, January /17, 

I have the honour to inform your Excellency, iu answt'r to ilu' noU' ol'the 17th 
instant, that the German Government can only comply with the desir(' to postpone 

7 Sir R. Tower had on January 10, 1920, been appointed Adnunistraior of the I’ree ( lily 
of Danzig pending the appointment of a High CloinixussioncT hy tlie League of Nation.s. 
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for fjvr (lays lh<‘ tr.uisporUitioii of the troops to the plebiscite zones of Upper 
Silesia, Alhnisbai), Mnri.^nwmler, Danzig and Memel, if the Allies assume re- 
sponsibility (or tiic damages which might result from this measure. 

1 he (i.inspoi t.itioii ol the (lermans, in view of the evacuation of the territories 
in ((uestion has already begun, 'fhe evacuation, as well as the occupation of 
Danzig, is only possible if the transportations being carried out by the Polish 
Uovernnumt in Western Prussia are stopped on the fifteenth day of the evacuation, 
that is to say, on the twenty-.second day after the going into force of the treaty. 

Moreov<>r, the ( nan Government asks that one of the Allied generals, already 
in Berlin, be givim the necessary powers to settle all the minor questions raised by 
this delay. 

In orth'r that the, necessary measures may be taken, I beg you to kindly give me 
as proinpl an aiisw'r as ])Ossil>lc. 

Baron von Lersner. 


Appendix G to No, 79 
M. Clemenceau to Baron von Lersner 

PARIS, January sOy ig2o. 

having noted the reply of the German Government, under date of the 
iplh January, 1920, I have the honour to inform you, in the name of the Peace 
( Joider<MK:(% tliat the Allied and Associated Governments, for unavoidable reasons, 
arc ()l)Ug(^<I to postpone for a period of five days the transportation of the troops 
<l<*stin<xl to o<‘cupy the plebiscite zones of Upper Silesia, Allenstein, Marienwerder 
and the Danzig and Mcmcl territories. 

In tlu^ common interest of both the Allied and Associated Governments and the 
< htruuin CJovcrnment, it is advisable that the movement of the German troops and 
the Allied troops, carefully harmonised in order to avoid any disorder, be executed 
according to the plan drawn up in common accord, but upon dates five days 
subsequent to the dates previously agreed upon. 

If this is done the troubles which the German Government seems to fear arc not 
likely to occur. 

Naturally, the movement of Polish troops towards Eastern Prussia will stop 
on the fifteenth day of the evacuation. 

Consequently, the Peace Conference will send a French officer, familiar with the 
evacuation and transportation questions, accompanied by a Polish officer, to 
arrive in Berlin for the 28th January, in order to arrange with the German Com- 
mand subsequent questions of detail relative to movements in Eastern and Western 
Prussia. 

Accept, &c. 

Clemenceau. 


Mote 

It is necessary that the French officer to be sent to Berlin on the 28th Januar>' 
with a view to arranging with the German command the questions of detail r^tive 
to the movements in Eastern and Western Prussia be furnished, brfore his d^^- 
turc from Paris, with all the information necessary for the successful accomplish- 


ment of his mission. 

In order that this officer may 


be enabled to learn beforehand just what informa- 
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tion will b(^ tioccssary, (he IVarr Clfnill'micc has tlu' liononr (o su/w't'sl dial oiu; of 
the military ox]icr(s havinff already di.sciisse<l the evacuation ancl Iransportadon 
questions in Paris, Major Miehaelis or Major von lioetliclx'r, come (o I'aris in 
order to study in advance, with the desiffiiatcd French oHicer, \ ? th(> ciucstions 
to be] handled in Thirlin. 

In this connexion, we wouhl suf^f'csl that raeulenant-CIolonel LeCorl li<“ chosen 
for tlie mission to Berlin. 


No. 80 

G.M. 3 .) .IVofcs of a Al/rfi/ig held in M. Piehons Room, Ojmi d'Orsar, 
Paris, Wednesday, January HT, i()^o, a! ii a.m.' 

Pui'isuN'c: Urilis/i /'Mfiirc: Ford (lurzou; .siioRicrAuins, Mr. I.i'eper, tuipt. I.ulhian 
Small. 

France: M. Cllemenci'au, M. Milleraiid; ski'.uki'awiks, M. Dulasla, 
M. Herthelol, M. Massijjfli. 

Italy: M. tie Martino; sk<!Uktariks, M. 'I'romhctli, M. /nnchi. 

Japan: M. Malsui; skouu'cauv, M. Kawai. 
iNTHKIMtCTKU: M. Muiitoux. 

Ocueral Clavallero (Italy) was also [iresent at the meetini’ to deal with <|uestioiis 
with which he wa.s eoneenied. 

I. M. Mantoxix read a dndl letter prepared by llu' British Deh'.t’ation in 

reply to a comnmniration from Mr. bau-siiuf. (Apixaidix 

Reply to Mr. Im- ^K’ v i 1 

sinfCs Mewmandum . , 

A draft letter prcptirctl by M. Bt'ithelot in rejily to tlie 

same communication was then read. (Appendix B.) 

M. Berthki-Ot: In preparing this draft rejily I took up a difUMi'iit point 
of view, as the Council observes. Lord Curzon’s rejily seems to nit' to be 
infinitely superior; it is far more complete, and goes to the very bottom of tlu' 
questions. But I chose to interpret Mr. lainsing’.s Note a.s a display of laid 
temper and not as a direct communication from Pn-sident Wilson, and I 
replied without entering very deeply into the questions, which woukl luive 
been dealt with subsequently in an appendix, in whic.h w<‘ should li:ivi‘ asked 
to know the opinion of the Amcrictui Government. 

M. Clemenceau: It seems to me that the question of peace with 'Furkey 
ought not to be included in this reply to Mr. Lansing; it is important, I know; 
but this is yet another reason why it should be treated siquirately Irom the 
question of the Adriatic; also it is a question to be dealt with by my su<‘cessor. 

I asked M. Millerand to permit me to remain until now in order to s<‘ttle 
the Italian question, concerning which we have been interrogated liy 
Mr. Wilson; there arc papers in connexion with it which tire signed by m<% 
and I intended to make a suitable reply. 

* This docunient is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: the 
Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. ix, p. 999 f. 



TIk- <iu(.'sti<)n of peace with Turkey of course remains on the agenda, but 
it must (lisrusscd with M. Millcrand; I have no right to deal with it. 

'liial iK-iii” sail!, 1 think the two draft letters excellent; each has its ad- 
vantages and tlisadvantagcs: nevertheless, I could not accept that of Lord 
C’ur/oii without a sliglit alteration on which he will, I think, be in agreement 
willi me: lu; says that, once an agreement had been reached, we should not 
have fail<'tl to inform Pr(\sideixt Wilson; I would rather that we used the 
following i( )rmnla, that wc should not have failed to submit it for his approval. 
For it is indeixl a matter of approval. 

jM. OK Mak’i'ino: President Wilson may prefer not to pronounce an 
opinion. 

M. ( !i,kmi^n<;kau: 'I'hen he will not pronounce one. M. Berthelot points 
out to ni(‘ that, il" we use that formula, we appear to make President Wilson 
aji arhiti-ator; hut in our system of discussion we are all arbitrators: we must 
Ije umuiiinous among ourselves; if one of us disagreed, nothing would be done. 

I think the wording 1 propose would quite disarm Mr. Wilson: it only 
expresst's the truth. 

Lout) (Iur/on; I agree with you. 

M. Mii.i.hranj): So do I. 

M. (li.KMKNCKAtr: With this alteration, I am prepared, while t hink i n g 
M. Ih'rllielot’s text excellent^ to adopt that of Lord Gurzon. 

LoiUi Gur/.on: 1 think M. Glemenceau’s observation is perfectly true. 

As to avoiding all mention of the Turkish question, another argument in 
favour of the point of view supported by M. Clemenceau is that the telegram 
eomnninicated to us only spoke of Russia and Italy and not of Turkey at all. 

Moreover, I quite understand that M, Clemenceau only whhes to reply 
to those iJoints which concern the part he has taken in negotia.tions, and that 
the Turkish negotiations must in future be considered as within the com- 
petence of the new French Cabinet. 

I am therefore prepared to accept these considerations if the text I have 
proposed is otherwise accepted. 

Our draft has, indeed, several advantages. M. Berthelot’s is, as he said, 
in reality a reply to Mr. Lansing, but there is no doubt, however the telegram 
communicated to us is read, that it comes from the Government of the United 
States; it would consequently be better to address that Government itself. 

Finally, it is better to go thoroughly into the questions and give arguments, 
wliile showing, of course, the greatest courtesy to the American Government, 

both as regards substance and form. , , -r. r 

M. DE Martino: Since the American Government addrpsed the French 
mid British Governments, I am not concerned in the draftmg of this reply. 

I merely thank you for so kindly communicating it to us. Nevertheless, 1 

should like to make 

In his draft reply. 

Great Britain, Italy, 

anti contrary to the , j j j 

Lord Curzon’s note. I request that it may be added. 
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one request. 

M. Berthelot says that the Allied Governments of France, 
Japan, never intended to come to a decision apart from 
advice of President Wilson: this idea does not appear in 



M. Clkmkncf.au: I 

M. MATSin: 'TIk^ japaursc Dt^lcgation has not. always rt>nsult(^d. It 
would tluarforo l)(‘ b(Ut<'r to omit this rolrinu'c toJa|)aiL I ask that this word 
he struck out, (‘S])cc*ially as I do not knowtln' <*ontcnts of M?\ Lausinj:>\s note. 

M. DK Maichno: May I, Sii*, before you r(‘tir<% n'ttirn t«) th(‘ l(*tt<u‘sent by 
M. Nilti to llie l^r<\si(l(‘nt of the (loidenauv on January r/,* of which I was 
speaking to you a short tinu^ ago. 

It is, in short, a nKitt<'r of vc'rifying a simple de facto eircumstan<'<% and of 
seeing whetlua* tliere is or is not a mistak<‘ aiul whetlicr or not M, Nitti makes 
a new proposal. 

A('Cor(ling to ns, it is a mistake which has cr<‘pt into tiu* l(‘\t and which 
M,. Nitti has to n^'tify by drawing alleution to tlu' (‘iionnous didiiniily by 
whicdi h(t would be faced in ord(‘r to obtain th<‘ a<“c(‘ptan(‘<' by our I\u‘liam(Mit 
ol'llie limitation of the So\(a’<‘ignty of Kiunug tlius plac<‘d un(l<*r tht‘ control 
of the b<'ag‘ue o(' Nations. I am going to t('h\graph to M, Nitti. 

M. Hkrtuklot: I share the opinion of th(‘ (louncil, and so tiunk it would 
be better not to sp<‘ak of 'Turkey in th<‘ reply to Mr. Lansinj\. 'I'h<‘ (pu-stion 
was well put nu',<'nlly, but by M. Jusst'rand, ulio point(‘d out that the 
attitude adopted by America would postpone tlw: solution ol'lhat <|uestiou 
iudefmit<dy, 'To this Mr. Tansing replied that lut lia<l int(‘ution ol'p(>sl- 
pouing the settlement by th<‘ Allies ol'tlu' 'Ttirkish probhan. In n*alit\s tlu' 
opinion of the Aiueriean Govf'rmnent s<‘(‘ms to Ix' as Ibllous: it did mg make 
war on Turkey; we ean therefore' (hud with the Turkish (pu'stiou amon<> otir- 
selves; on the other hand, if it is interested in llu' Adiiatie (pu'stion, the 
Russian problem, it is l)<x*.a.us<t it was involved in th<^ war against Austria and 
was associated with Russia. 

M. Clkmknckau: M. JusscraiuTs leh'gram is oidy of valiu' to the (lonlhr- 
cncc for the information it gives. 

I do not 0])posc the request made by the Japanes(' Ambassador. 

finally, M, de Martino stales that a drafting error has ('n^pl into (h<‘ text 
concerning Fiuine; this is a question to be stUtU'cl with tin*: »S<‘<'r(ga»'iat. Tor 
my part, 1 think we arc bound to d(dcnd the cloeument transmilt<'il to the 
Jugo-Slavs; our word is pledged, as far as 1 am ronccnicd, I wish to change 
nothing in that text. 

On the other hand, the British Representative agr<'(\s not to nu*ution 
Turkey in the reply to Mr. Lansing and accepts llu/adclition propos'd by 
M. de Martino. 

We arc therefore in agreement. 

M. Berthelot: Will tlic note be sent through the iut<‘ rnu'diary of M, 
Jusscrand on behalf of the Conference and sigiu'd by the lh’<*sid(ait, or will 
it on the other hand be transmitted by the British (iovernmeut? 

M. Clemenceau: The question is not who will send it, but who will sign it. 
I think it should be signed by Mr. Lloyd George and inys<'H', sinee I re,inain(;d 
here specially for this question; especially as Mr, Wallace hims<rlf' transmit itxl 
it to Mr. Lloyd George and to me. 

® Uiilraccd in Foreign Otficc archives. 
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IjOUl) C-iURZOn; Then we must give the reply to Mr. Wallace signed by 
JVh\ J.loyd Ccorgc and M, Glemenceau. I am authorized by the British 
Vrinu' Minister to sign it for him. 

M. ( li.KMicNcn-'Aii: The reply will therefore be signed by Mr. Lloyd George 
aiui itiyself. 

ll was decided: 

»hal M. CJoinenceau and Mr. Lloyd George would hand the telegram 
apjx^aring in Appendix to Mr. Wallace for tr ansTnis Rinn to W ashing tftn- 


c>, Lokj) (Iurzon: 1 think an error has crept into the decision adopted after 


AV//; I' of' Sii!'iL:,crlmLd 
into thr of 

jWlfiOfKS 


hearing Mr. Ador.+ We decided that the question of the 
retention of perpetual Swiss neutrality within the League 
of Nations should be laid before the Council of the League, 
which would examine it and communicate its decisions to 


lli(‘ Snpi(nn<'. Council, which would take the final decision. 

Ailcr iuvt'stigalion it appears that in this resolution there were certain 
drawl )ac.k.s ;uid that the question raised comes exclusively within the scope 
of (he Council of the League ofNations. 

It would llius be best to say that the Council ofthe League of Nations shall 
pi-oncnuuai judgment and shall inform the Supreme Council of its decision. 
Tin- <l!iug<u- of the adoption of contradictory decisions could thus be avoided. 
It is, inoivover, probable that Switzerland will obtain satisfaction; otherwise 
slm will still liav<^ the right to appeal to the Assembly of the League in con- 


ronnity witli the Clovcnant. 

1 (li<u-<;l()re propose to alter the resolution adopted yesterday. 

.Another question arises. . , i, 

Wt! d<'.e.id(Kl that the date from which should coimt the period allowed to 
Swilz<Miand for admission into the League ofNations as an ori^al member 
sli<ml<l be that of the entry into force of the last Treaty containing the CoAre- 
naut,; eonsecjucntly it would perhaps be the date ofthe entry mto force oftoe 

’l're:aty with Turkey, which is not yet drafted. That solution seems unpos^le. 

The neutrals have, indeed, been informed that they had^o months firom 
the ratification ofthe Treaty with Germany in which to adhere to the Cove- 
nant; if Switzerland is allowed a special regime, those might plead ^sp^ 
ci'deut Jind it would then become impossible, m case su^o 

the League ofNations and its Assembly. This cannot have been the mtentio 

'’^AcxSgly! £ woSd, I think, be better to retain the ori^al dec^^ 
tlu period ?f months from the date of the deposit of ratification ofthe 

■''m. VIIS* rmm *= kgal point otvitw, point it open to Wo^ 

.stuvlcnce ot The iSitoee paragraphs ofthe first draft were omitted. 

n<wa- had any mlcntion, See. (u) The last p ^ tdegram, dated January as, 1920, 
This redraft may be compared with *e final text ot the teiegra , 

which is printed as document 10 in Cmd. 580. 

+ See No. 78, minute 4. 
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tlius China, (or iiislaiior, who did not sign Uio Tnuity of V<'rsaiU<'.s, (’.a.u ask 
to belong to tlu^ l.cagu(t of Nations al't<‘r the exchange of th<‘ ratifications of 
the Treaty with Anslria, which also contaitus (h<^ Covcniant oftlu^ lA‘ague, 

M. Biomiiu.or: It was desirtKl to renchn' tlu' a<T('ssi<)n of Switzcaiand to 
the l4eagn(^ of Nations i) 0 ssil)h' and the constitutional ch'lays r<‘(|uir(^<l by her 
in order to organize her n'fenuuluin won’: taken into aet'ount. That was the 
quostiou about which M. Ador was couc<'rnc(l. 

On the other luiiul, as Lord ( Inrzon said, it is obvious tluU luaitrals liave 
only two inonlhs alter the exchange of tlu' ralilieations of' tlK” Tn^aty of 
VersaiUc\s; but the (act that Swit/<‘rlaiul is allowtxl a i>rivih 7 »;c<l position on 
account of the guarantiees of ])<‘r[Hdual neutrality giviai by the Powtu's, is 
perhai)S not enough to alt<‘r what was d<‘<‘id<‘d (or th(‘ other States. 

Tt is noiK‘ th(^ I(\ss lni<‘ tl\at it is pe-rhaps (‘xei^ssivi' to giv<' Swil'/.<*rland two 
moutlis a(t<a- the coining into ('orce; of th<‘ last 'I'nxity; bcMwetai (he two 
extr<';tues a solution luiglit t>erhaps lx- (imnd in (lie ingi-uious sugg<\stion of 
the Japanesi’: Ambassador and th<- pt-riod inie;h( date (roin tlx- eoining into 
forc.(t of the 'Treaty with Austria,. 

M. Mna.KRANi): (lonld il not lx- <*onsid(-r<-d (-ni>ng;li lor the P(*d('ral 
(Jovenunent to havi" givi-n its consi-nt .sul)j<-('t to (lx- n-h-n-iulmn to l>e taken? 

M,. .liKUTHKi/rr: 'The Swiss (iovia’nuu-ut is of the opinion that this solution 
would not justify it IxTon^ the eonntry and that it would I'isk stx-iufij th<^ refer- 
ciuiinn deckh-, against adlx-sion to (he League. 

Loud (Iur/.on: My ]>ro[)o.sal was sugges(<*d to au- by Sir faic Drumniond, 
who has dealt exclusively with the legal point ofvk^w and who, as you ean 
well b(dicv<^ is ;ud;ualed by no fc-eliugs of hostility to Swit/erland, btU rather 
the r(!:vcrs(\ 

Moreover, if it was agn-ecl that (he lime n<‘C(*ssary for (akinf>‘ a i i-fc-reiuhnn 
nmst be grantixl to Switzerland, th<". sugg<-stion made by tlu* Jajiaix-se 
Ambassador, that the period of two mouths should only count (rom tlx-, 
exchange of ratifications of the 'IVoaty with Austria, would perhaps offer a 
means of evading the difliculty. 

M. Bkrthfxot: Switzerland is in au exceptional position; it is (he only 
state which is perpetually neutral: tluit is perhaps h-gitiinatt^ nxison to make 
special arrangements for hex. 

M. Gl.KMKN(3KAtr: Do you then wish us to refi-r this question (‘or the 
cxammalioit of M. Fromageot and his colleagues? 

It was decided: 

(1) Thai tli<5 <jue.sti<)n how far ihc jx'irpet.ual neutrality of Switzerland is 

compatible with lier entry into the League of Natimis he referred 
for examination by the (louiieil of the l^eague of Nations, which 
would he requested to inf<»rin the Supreme (louneil of its eonelusions. 

(2) That the question as to how Switzerland must notify her adliesioii to 

the League of Nations he referred for exattnnation to the h-gal 
ex}x^rts. 

M. Glcmcnccau withdrew and M. Milh-raml look his phu'c iu tlx- 

Chair. 



3. Lord Curzon : A resolution was voted by the Supreme Council some time 
ago according to which: — 

Fidwre o/tAe Con- ^ ‘The present session of the Peace Conference shall termi- 
Co^l latest in the fortnight follot\ing the drawing up 

of the first minutes of the deposit of ratifications of the 
Treaty with Germany; after the close of the present session, important 
political questions shall be dealt with by direct communications between the 
Governments themselves, while questions of detail shall be settled by a Con- 
ference of the Ambassadors in Paris.’® 

We have reached a time when, owing to the departure of Messrs. Lloyd 
George and Nitti, the illness of M. Scialoja and the need for my return to 
England, the Conference can no longer continue in its present form. Accord- 
ingly I think the resolution adopted during the London conferences of 
December 11-13, 1919. should be executed and that this Conference of 
Ambassadors should be inaugurated, to deal from day to day with questions 
concerning the Treaty and its execution, important essential political 
questions being reserved for direct decision by the Governments. 

If we are agreed to inaugurate this new phase of our work, I declare, on 
behalf of the British Government, that the British representative on that 
Conference vrill be Lord Derby.® 

M. DE Martino; M. Scialoja, whose health is happily slightly improved 
and whom I saw a short time ago, asked me to support the point of \iew 
which he has already defended before the Conference. Indeed, he sees no 
need to create a fresh organization since there are still important questions 
to be discussed such as that of the Treaty with Hungary and others; under 
these circumstances, M. Scialoja thinks it would be well to allow the Govern- 
ments to be represented on that meeting by the men they consider most 
quaUfied; it may be their Ambassador but, if necessary, the Mmisters for 
Foreign Affairs could, if they so desire, take part m person. 

We are agreed in thinking that important questions of principle will be 
dealt with in meetings of the Presidents of the Council or by duect commimi- 
cation between the Governments; but the execution of decisio:^ Aus tsktn 
should nevertheless be examined and prepared by an Interalhcd meeto^ 
That is why M. Scialoja wished to accept the pomt of view expressed by Lord 
Curzon to Ae effect that the Ambassadors would be empowered to take part 
in that meeting when their Governments thought fit- 

M. Matsui; I can the more readily accept Lord Curzon s ^ 

ambassador and at the same time plenipotentia^ but it “ 

I for instance, or Lord Derby, were prevented from bemg present 
vje could alwavs send somebody in our place. 

ment considered it better to rep ^ ^ ^ Ambassador in Paris. 


5 See No. 62 (resolution B). 
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Fordli^n Aflairs or by ihc H<*«ul of tlir Government, this sliouhl lake plaec 
aulomalically? In ollu'r words, I should not lik(‘ the l<'rm "Ambassadors’ 
Gonlerenec’ to b('. (ak<ai in too narrow a S('nse, so as to ))rohibit I I<'ads of 
(Governments or Ministta's Ibr I'’or<dt.»n Allairs IVom takini^* parliii tla'diseussioiu 

Lord (Iukzon: I ai^na' <aitirely with the Presichait. We ha,V(‘ a r(*soIuti()n 
to carry out: (a>nse(juenlly, tliis Ambassadors’ ( I()nlei*<nie<' must, lx* sen work- 
ing: but, wlum ('Ireumsla»ie<‘s reiuh'r it ma*(‘ssary, th<*r<‘ is nothing to pnwaait 
the Minist('r for l''or<‘ign Allairs, Ihe llrin\ of the* (iovca'uuH'ut of a country, 
or c\cn any individual \vhos<‘ i)r<‘S('nc(‘ is (’onsideu’e'd n(‘C(\ssary by th<' lallea’, 
from taking part in it inst<‘a,d ofand on bchairofllu' Ambassador. 

On tin* otlu'c hand, I would r<‘ply to M. d(' Martino that, as I'ar as the 
Treaty witlTl'urkey is concea'iu'd, llu‘ ( h>\'(U'nm<'nls n(‘\ er inlemdexl lo<ailnist 
th(‘ prt'paration of th<* d’reNity to tin' Am)>assadois’ ( lonli'nmce*. 'That is a 
((uestion r(‘S<u‘vc'd for the Su|)nan<' (louncil and whiedi will ultimatedy reanler 
it lU'ex'ssary for it to m<'(‘t. 

M. BKR't'iiKno'r: 'rh<‘ Ih'cmie'rs who men in Lonelon had no idt‘a of an 
Ambassa,de)rs’ ( ionlenaie'e*; this nuxning; was j*ivem a mue h moie' moele^sl title, 
that of "Ambassadors’ ( lominittex'’ ; it was thongjit dial eairreml adliii's could 
be treate^d in tins way by ge'tu'ral ceillaboratiou : but it w<is also undeu'stoeKl 
that, whenever a e(U<\stion rcepiire'd the' opinion ol't lie' ( a wta nineml, a nu'ening 
might be held to discuss it e'ithe'r at lionelon, at Rome% or Paris, *is dtridexl 
by tht‘ He\ads of Goveu’iimenls. 

Accordingly, wlien it was de*e-i(l(‘d to de'al w'ith the^ 'rinkisli epu'Slion, the 
Ambassadors’ (leimmidex: would not have [xiww'r to distuss it: it would Ix' 
examined in a meaning ofthe^ Pre'inie'rs in one' ol ilu' threx' exipilals. 

Moreover', unless my mennory lails m<% it was ay^re'cel Ixnwcem Mr. Lloyd 
(Gcoi'ge^ and M'. (llemeiuxntu that wlu'ii the' 'Turks weae* suimiKuie'd it should 
be to Paris, and that in the same' way the' 'I’reail) would lx* sii'uexl in Paris. 

Lord (Iur/on: 1 wish le) make' two r<*marks. 

First, as regards the te'.rm "Ambassadors’ (loiifeaxaice’, siiux' the* e'xpn'ssloii 
is used in the resolution, I, think it would be btnte*r torus tei rt'taiii it, insteaid 
of substituting that of "Ambassadeirs’ (lommitteer’; e'sixx'ially as the' r<*siilt of 
the latter phrase would be to limit die' objexn ol'tliat nic'e'ting'. 

In the st'cond place, I know of no arrangenu-nt e’onclude'd Ix'twex'ii Mr. 
Lloyd CJcorge and M. Gleuneaic.eau e'onexa'ning the* plae'e* to whicli the 'rnrkish 
representatives would be summoned or where the* Pea<‘<* w'ith d’urke'y would 
be signed. All I know is that Mr. Lloy<l George- int<‘n(is the- discussion of 
Turkish aflairs to lake place in rxmdon, for it will for a loai; lime be ditlicult 
for him and for mo le) leave ICnglaiul. 

I wished to make tbis statement, .so as not to lx- bound liy w'hat M. H<*r(he- 
lot has just said. 

M. BiomuxoT: In the (‘onversadon wliie'h I vi-nture-d to n-call, it was 
indeed decided that liie discussions on 'I’urkisli affairs sliould take* placi- in 
London, bnt at the same lime it was added that th<^ 'Turks would lx- sum- 
moned to Paris, where the 'Treaty with Ihe-m would be- signed. 

M, Mtixkrand: That is, moreover, what M. Glenu'uct-au told me. It Is 
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clearly understood, as I have already told Mr. Lloyd George, that I am at 
his disposal and at yours to go to London as soon as this is desired, in order 
to begin discussing the Treaty with Turkey. 

I only ask permission to reserve the two points indicated by M. Berthelot, 
i.e. the summoning of the Turkish delegates to Paris and the signature of the 
Treaty at Paris. 

M. Berthelot: M. Glemenceau also relied on the fact that the Turkish 
delegates have already been summoned to Paris and that at a time when the 
Conference has sent them a reply that the question is pledged. 

M. Matsui : I wish to make a remark on the powers of this conference of 
Ambassadors. 

A resolution was passed on the 28th July last establishing the Council of 
Ambassadors and investing it with certain powers;’ but the resolution 
adopted in London in December is not at all the same. ^Vhat is the opinion 
of the meeting on the subject? 

M. Millerand: I imagine that it will be necessary to decide definitely 
on the powers of the respective assemblies. 

As I understand it, the Committee or the Conference of Ambassadors \vill 
only sit in the intervals of the meetings of the Supreme Council : it is therefore 
essential to establish exactly the powers of the two assembhes. 

For example, which of them is to deal with the Treaty with Hungary, the 
Committee of Ambassadors, or will it be necessary to convoke the Supreme 
Council? 

M. Berthelot: The Treaty has already been handed to the Hungarians, 
it is therefore only a question of details and henceforth these will be examined 
and decided by the Conference of Ambassadors. The resolutions passed by 
that Conference will be submitted to the various Governments for approval 
and for decisions as to concessions : final decisions will be taken by the Heads 
of Governments. 

M. DE Martino: Are the Ambassadors then not to have full powers as the 
plenipotentiaries of their Governments? 

M. Millerand : It would appear so firom the second paragraph of the 
London resolution; the Ambassadors are to have powers only on questions 
of detail. It has also been decided that the Governments represented at the 
Conference of Ambassadors can, if they think necessary, be represented by a 
substitute for the more general questions. 


4. Lord Curzon: M. Clemenceau has expressed the opinion that it would 
be better, in the answer to be made to the telegram 01 the 
Turkish Question United States Government, not to mention Turkey at aU but 
to speak only of Italy and Russia; on the other h^d ^eg^^^ations on 
the Turkish question will be commenced as soon as M. Millerand is able to 
go to London. Would it not be a good thing therefore to see m what way we 
could advise the United States that we desire tl^ presence and their 
counsels? Not to take this step might cause grave offence. 

. ’ See Vol. I, No. ai, minute i. 
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Tt was with this in mind ihni I drafted iny teI(\Gfram on tin* subject of 
'.furkey; couhl vve not now <^xi)rcss the same idea in som<‘ way? 

JVl. Muj.krani): 'I'his uh'ayou wish to express is already contained in your 
first draft, a[)ari from all rcfcnaice to 'Turkc'y: you say tluu'r: ‘It j;' 0 (\s willioiit 
saying that, tin': l^'rcnch and British (h»v(*,nunents attach the gr(^at<'St iinpor- 
tan<'(^ to tlu^ pr(\sc;nce of a United States representative.’ 

M. i)K MAicrmo: That is so; nevertheless, wlnai the time eoines aetually 
to be.gin negotiations with d'nrkey, it would bo <‘xp(‘di(ait t(» ask once more 
for th<^ eo-o|)<‘rati()n of lli<‘ Unilc'd Stat<':s. 'The nnit<al Slat('s ( hnwa'iiinent 
will tluai hav(^ (‘ith<‘r to ac'ec'pl <‘o-op(n'a(iori, and this would Ix^ all to th<‘ 
good, or to r<'riis<r: in nc'itluu' <'as<‘ will it hav<'. any (‘ause (‘or eomj)laiut. 

M. MmcKRANo: We <()ul<l now inl'orm the Unil<*d States that negotiations 
a.r<‘ about t,o b<^ op<MH‘d and that. wt‘ should Ik'. g;!ad to stx- a re|)r<^s<mtalive of 
the United Slat(‘s tak<^ ixiri in llnam 

boKO (1 ur/on: Who is to makt^ this e.ommnni<*ation? 

M. Mna.KKANn: All (la; Alli<‘s. 

liOKO (Iuk/on: lias (he: pa.ssage referring to 'rurkey Ixxm 1(*[’( in th<‘ draft 
letter? 

M. Mier.KRANi): 1 think tliat (In': most satisfactory .so[nti{)n both for you 
and for us would be to del<a<^ all ixdereuee to 'rurk<7 Irom your no(<*, as was 
iu<l<^<xl <le(’Id(xl, l(‘aving only the passage iu wliieh you <'’xpress tlu' vahie we 
attach, generally s[X‘aking, to i1h‘ pn\senc'e ofa lJuitc‘d Slants n‘pres<ailaliv<^ 
luU'C. 

iMirtiua', b<*forc tlie nn^Miiig to b(‘ lu*ld in Loudon, the Alii(*s should send 
a not(t to Washington, asking tlx* American (Jov<Timu*nt to send a, phaupo- 
tiuitiary as its repr(‘s<mtative, if possibles 

Lord (Iurzon: I think that wr: should comnumieate (his to Washington 
at once in as definil<t a way as possible; tlx* situation iu the Last will not allow 
delay; w<: must not btt e(>nt<‘iit with merely formulating in a g<‘neral way our 
wish to obtain the e<dlaboration of the United States on odx*r matters and 
pxit oir until the moment of our meetiug in Loudon our recpiest that tlx^y s<‘ud 
a ])Ieiiipc)tenliary to London. 

M. Miia^KRANJ): If we are agnxxl, as 1 think we ar<% that in the lett<T 
to be sent in answer to Mr. Lansing’s telegram, all mention to [ofj Turkey 
should be omitted, and that lint expressioji of our wish to see the United 
States r<ti)resented should be maintained, I sec no reason wliy we should 
not at the same time draw up a special note advising the United Slates 
(jovermnent, in the name of the Allies, that a Coufenniee by tlie 11 (‘ads of 
Govcrnxmmts is to be held in I^ondon immcclialcly oji 'Lurkish alfairs and 
that wc atUieh the greatest importaiuce to the pardeipation of an American 
plenipolcutiaiy. 

Lord Curzon: Wo arc agreed and I therefore ask your [xuauission to draw 
up the communication in question with M. Bcrtludot. 

M. BKRTiiJsrxyr: In these circumstiuiccs, the first lidegram might be ro 
mitted to Mr. Wallace who would fomard it to liis Govtnnnxmt; tlic other 
note would be transmitted to the United States Government by M. Jusscraud. 
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The two communications would be kept definitely separate, as a sign of 
deference to Washington. 

It was decided: 

that a telegram be sent to W ashington in the name of the Supreme 
Coimcil to invite the United States Government to send a plenipotentiary 
as its representative to the forthcoming negotiations on the Turkish 
Question. 


5. M. DE Martino: I understand that the Conference of Ambassadors will 
I,' 7 .decide the outstanding questions on the Italian firontier? 

of°yu^o-Slavia^ frontiers of what ought to have been the buffer state 

have already been fixed but the line has not yet been defined 
from tlie north of tlie buffer state to the Austrian firontier. 

M. Berthelot: All that remains to be done, I believe, is the work of 
delimitation by the commissions on the spot. 

M. DE Martino: It is a question of adjusting the line laid down by the 
IVcaty of London and the Wilson line to the north of the territoiv' to form the 
buffer state. 

General Gavallero: I think thatisnotso. From the bufferstate to Tarvis 
nothing definite has been decided, either in principle or in fact. 

M. Berthelot: It is difficult to discuss tins question without the aid of a 
map. We might study it separately and bring the matter up again before the 
Council of Ambassadors who in its turn would decide whether it is necessary 
to refer it to the Heads of Governments. 

M. DE Martino : In any case, the question cannot be decided without our 
co-operation. 

M. Millerand : This will be an example of a case in which the Ambassador 
of the Royal Government can, if he judges necessary, ask to have the matter 
referred to the Supreme Council. 

M. Laroche: The memorandum of the gth December 1919 has decided 
in principle tlie question of the whole Italian frontier, and only matters of 
detail remain which can only be established on the spot. 

General Cavallero: The Italian Delegation considers that the frontier 
has not been laid down between the buffer state and Tarvis. 

M. Berthelot: It is simply a matter of referring to the nmutes of the 
Commission on Yugo-Slav Affairs which dealt with the question. _ 

M. Millerand : If you allow, we will refer this matter to the Commission 
on Yugo-Slav Affairs and wait for the answer of the Serb-Croat-Slovenc 
Government. If their answer involves the fixing of the frontier and ff ffie 
Italian Delegation on receipt of it considers that there is any o^sion 
necessitating a decision by the Supreme Council, the matter wiU be put 

before it. . . .,, 

General Gavallero: We consider that this is still an open question. 

M. Millerand: You know the terms in which ffie Serb-Croat-Slbvenfi 
representatives have been addressed. In the case of their refusal, the Treaty 
of London comes into force; if, on the contrary, they agree to our views an 
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if, tlicn, you still (X>nsi(l<u* (hat (here Ls a gap iu (he s<’h<^iu<^ as drawn up, it will 
be a ease of bringing tlie matter Ix^fon^ (he Supreme: (louneil. 

M. 1 >K JMaktino; I sugg('st (hat (his <(uestioti be submit((‘cl without d(‘lay 
(o (lie (lonuuissiou on Yugo-Slav Affairs for llu^ir exatuinatiou. 

M. Mrf.uKRANi): rium we arc agrcxxl. 

ll was deeJdod; 

that, llie (lumiuission on Itoiiiiianian un<l ^'ugoslav Atfairs he (‘■n!ruKi<‘(l 
with (he study uf the line of the. front i4U- between Italy ainl ^ ugoslavia to 
the south of 'farvis in so far as this fn»nti<‘r has not y<U been 4^stal>lishe4l. 

'Die meeting adjourmxl at 12-50. 


AiM»KNnix A TO No. Ho 

Draft Rffh to Mr. Laustnifs Memorandum 

TIk^ Ih’itisli and f'nnu li Priin<* Minist<‘rs hav(‘ examined v\iih ilu' <'lo.sesl at(<‘n- 
tioii tlie nuMUoranduin wlfK'li was <'onununit‘a.t(‘<I to tiu'in l>\ ((a^ Ambassador of 
tin" I lulled States, r4'la(iv<' to Russian and Italian n(‘»';oliati<>ns.^ 

With nder(*n(’(* to (h<* Russian qiu^stion, they had ahc'ady <’oiniiumic*at<'d (Ikmi* 
views to Washini’ton for examination ()y th(‘ yXineriean ( lovenmamt, at tin* same 
time asking for (Ih^ ass<MU and tin" eo-optu'ation of this ( iov(‘rnment.‘^ 

As to the Italian (pu'Stion, th<‘ al>s(MU‘c* of the United States uas macu' at any 
time regarded as otlier than l<‘m])orary by tht‘ British and lucau h ( i<»\<'nunenls; 
they have n<‘V(M‘ lost sight of the Amca*i4\m point olAiew (‘one<‘rnin^» this (jin'slion, 
iht^ solution of wliieh is of sueli vital iiuportaiu'e for (h<' future* ol'the woihl. 'rli<*y 
nevtT had any inl<*ation of a<xrding to a p<*nuan(mt a,iTanf;t*ment without giving 
i’ull eonsuh'ration to the* vi(*\ss ol'lhe Amiei'iran ( Jovt'rnmt'ut. 

(lonse<(uently, they took up the Adriath* <juestion at the point wlnae it was 
under distnission at tli<^ time Mr, Polk left for Wasliiag.ton. Mr. NittI prestaUed 
eertain proposals wlneh (<-iKled to modify the eommon memorandum 4-ommimi- 
eate.d to Mr. Seialoja by the Representatives of I lie (hiit«*d Stall's, I'Vaiua*, and 

** I'his nieuioraiuluin is printed as doeunient jj in ( Iind, .v'ItJ. It read as follows: 
*'*rvlt\iiram /torn At). Lmismjif to Ah\ IWiIttur, ymuimy I'o, 

‘Please take: up wdth M. ( llemeni'c-au and Mr. I.loytl thf ((uestion of t lie way 

the Russian an<l Italian ]jrohleiuH have been handled iind aseei tain their point ofvic'w. dhe 
Uuitt'd Stales is being put in the position of having the inalter disposed of betbn* llie 
Anierieau point of view eau he expressed, as appart'utly M. (lleiueneeau and Mr. Lloyd 
George liave sought only the views of the Italian anil Jugjo-Slav ( ioveriunenis l)efore 
ascertaining the. views of the Ihiiled States (Government. Is it the intention of the British 
and French (Govenunt'nls in the future to dispose of the various qu<’:»tii>ns pnuling in 
FliUropi^ and to coiununueate the results to the fJovenuueut of the United Slates? '1‘here are 
features in connection with the proposed Fiume settlement whieh both M. (llemencean and 
Mr. Lloyd Cieorge must realise would nut bo aei’t'ptabk* to the President. 

‘As it was pointed out by Mr. Polk before his departure iht* Dalmatian and other 
questions should be taken up through regular diplomatie ehanui'ls, and tlic' fact that you 
arc. not charged with full powers could have no bearing on the (piestion. As no Ameriean 
oflicial could be sent to these gatlieriiif^s that could have the .sami* authority ns thi' IVitne 
Ministers of the three (iovcrmuenls ui quciitum, it is mauitestly impossible tor (he United 
Stales Govenunent to be repres<‘nt<'d at the meetings of the ITime Ministc'rs/ 

^ See No. 78, appendix A, 
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Great Britain on December 9, 1919.^° At the time the Conference again assembled 
in Paris, about fifteen days ago, M. Glemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George imme- 
diately opened negotiations between the Italian Government and the representa- 
tives of Jugo-Slavia, and reached a plan of arrangement which they consider as the 
best .system of conciliation practicably possible between the Italian and Jugo-Slav 
points of view. 

The details of this arrangement are annexed hereto.” 

The French and British Governments are pleased to affirm that, in practice, 
all the really important points of the common memorandum of December 9, 1919, 
remain intact and have now received the approval of the Prime Minister of Italy. 

Two points only of this memorandum have been modified, and these two points 
are to the advantage of Jugo-Slavia. 

I. The Free State of Fiume, which would have separated 200,000 Jugo-Slavs 
from their country, disappears; three quarters of these populations are now and 
henceforth united to Jugo-Slavia; a source of perpetual quarrels and intrigues 
disappears; and if, in exchange, Jugo-Slavia is to cede to Italy territories upon 
which there are about 50,000 Jugo-Slav inhabitants over and above those which 
were included by the Wilson proposal, the balance is to the advantage of Jugo- 
slavia. Fiume becomes an independent State under the guarantee of the League 
of Nations whose authority over the port becomes direct and absolute for the good 
of all concerned. 


2. Relative to Albania, an effort has been made to accord satisfaction to the 
(essential needs of all the parties concerned. The details of the administration of 
this country by Jugo-Slavia, Italy and Greece have not yet been elaborated, but 
in their elaboration the sentiments and future interests of the Albanian people wdll 
be kept fully in mind, and every effort will be made to have these points fuUy 
considered in the preparation of the permanent arrangement. 

The French and British Governments esteem that in this manner a suitable 


arrangement of a dangerous and difficult question has been arrived at ; they have 
informed the Italian and Jugo-Slav Governments that, in the event this arrange- 
ment were not accepted, they would find themselves obliged to place the Treaty 
of London, which would satisfy no one, in force. 

Had a Plenipotentiary representing the Government of the United States been 
in Paris at the time, Mr. Lloyd George and M. Glemenceau would have cordially 
welcomed his entire co-operation in these negotiations, but in the absence of a 
Representative who could speak in the name of the United States, and in view of 
the vital importance of the settlement of a question which has inflamed the south- 
east of Europe for more than a year and which, if not regulated promptly, would 
not only delay the rehabilitation and reconstruction of two countries ^eatly 
exhausted by the war, but might also provoke another war, the Prime Ministers 
of France and Great Britain concluded that there was no other alternative tlmn to 
adopt the measures necessary to effect a disappearance, as rapidly as possible, ot 
the difficulties existing between two of their Allies, and this by consulting both 
of these Allies in an uninterrupted and exhaustive manner, and taking advantage 

of the fact that they were all together in Paris. ^ thi- 

In so doing, they had no intention whatsoever to lack in courtesy towards the 
Government of the United States, and have not thought, for one moment, of 


to Sec No. 56, minute i and note 4. (The memorandum was dated December 9, 1919. 
but was not officially communicated to Signor Scialoja until December 12.) 

Not annexed to original of this appendix. 
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